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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

l\foNDAY, April 17, 1911. 
The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as fol

lows: 
Our Father in Heaven, we thn.nk Thee that tllc English-speak

ing people all over the world are pausing at this t ime from the 
busy whirl and turmoil of life's activities to cclebrnte the tri
centennial of the King J ames "Version of the Bible, a ligllt which 
shone out of the darh.-ness, tile basis of our civilizntion, food for 
the hungry, water for the thirsty, strc:ngtll for the weak, rest 
for the weary, comfort for the sorrowing, and hope for tlle 
dying, a "Very present llelp in every trouble. 

Grant, 0 most merciful Father, that it may bind us so closely 
together that war between us will be forC\·er impossible; tl.1at 
we muy murcll forward shoulder to shoulder in the peaceful 
pnrsuiti:> of life to tlle lligher civilization which waits on those 
who serve the -Lord. And Thine be the praise forcYcr, through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. .Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, April 15, 1011, 
was read and approved. 

THE PRAYEil. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I do not believe there are 

any words uttered within this Chamber that are more worthy 
of preserTation or of more benefit to those who read the CoN
GF.ESSIONAL REconn than those which fall from tlle lips of our 
Chaplain every morning. It will take but u stickful of space 
in the RECORD to print the invocation of our beloved blind Chap
lain, and I therefore ask ·unanimous consent that hereafter 
during the Sixty-second Congress the morning prayer be printecl 
in the CoNGRESSIONA.L RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The Ohair agrees with the gentleman and 
directs tilat the prayers be published in the RECORD. 

SWEARING IN OF MEhlDEilS. 

l\Ir. GALLAGHER nnd Mr. STACK, of Illinois, appeared at 
the bar of the House and took tile oath of office. 

S:llOKL.~O. 

The SPEAKER. Seyernl :Memuors haye requested the Olmir 
to ha\e read the last sentence of subdivision 7 of Rule XIV, 
which the Clerk will reacl. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
Neither shall any person be allowed to smoke upon the floor of the 

House at any time. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair directs tlle officers of the House 

to see that that rule is enforced. 
CA.N ADIA.N IlECil'ROOITY. 

Mr. fil"TIERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
4412) to promote reciprocal trade relations with the Dominion 
of Canada. · 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolYed itself into the Committee of 
tile Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of Canadian reciprocity, with Mr. SHETILEY in the 
chair. 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yielcl one hour to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FonDNEY]. [Applause.] 

:Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am some
what reluctant in attempting to ma.kc any remarks at this time 
on this measure. This bill is in tile same form, with the excep
tion of an added amendment, a s it \\RS when before tho House 
only a few weeks ago, and at that time I expressed myself some
wlia t fully ns to my opinion of the merits or demerits of the 
men sure. Tho bill in its Dresent form provides further than was 
provided for ill the original bill introduced by tho gentleman 
from i\Inssaclmsetts [Mr. McC.u.L], that the President of the 
United States s!lall ll:n·e tlle power to further consider and, if 
possible, arrange further trade treaties with Canada with a "View 
to placing other articles upon the free list than those mentioned 
in the proposed l.>ill or treaty. It will be remembered that in the 
Dingley tariff law there was a pro"Vision, section 3, of that 
law, which gave the power to the President of the United States 
to make trade agreements with France and otller nations when, 
in his judgment, he thought it might be wise to lower certain 
rates of duty on certain imports mentioned in that law. It will 
be well remembered 1Jy every gentleman present tilat the treaties 
were put upon our statute books. Such treaties were arranged 
1Jchveen Germany, France, and other nations of the world by 
the President, the provisions ot whicll were disastrous to the 
people of the United States. All of those treaties were repealed 
wllcn the present Payne tariff law was enacted. All those 
treaties were abrogated; that is to say, the President of the 
United States was directed to give notice to all those nations 
which J.rad entE::red into treaties with the United States that at 
a certain time those treaties should be discontinued. 

I want to call the attention of some gentlemen present, be
cauEo it applies to this bill, that in these trade treaties it was 
provided that goods coming into this country should pay a rate 
of duty basecl upon the foreign "Value of such goods when im
porte<l., and grc.,'lt frauds under those treaties were perpetrated 
upon our Government by unclervaluation, and it is, perhaps, 
n matter of common knowledge to all gentlemen present that 
under existing laws that practice hns been cnrried on, and only 
recently some great sugar-refining companies of this country were 
convicted by the Government for fraucls upon the United States 
Treasury, and some New York firm was prosecuted (and I am 
not certain but that case is now in court) for undervaluations 
on valuable works of art. The matter was called to the at
tention of the Committee on Ways and Means when they were 
preparing the tariff law that on one article alone, a certain 
kind of china cups and saucers, it hnd been found by the 
manufacturers of that class of goods in this country that there 
bad been a yery large importation of that kind of china.ware 
from Europe, which was being sold at a lower price than that 
class of goods could be made for by Americans, and upon in
\cstigation a gentleman before our committee stated that he 
had been sent abroad by tho china manufacturers of this coun
try and, after long effort, located the manufacturers of these 
goods in Belgium. It was found that the manufacturers of 
those goods i.fl. Belgium had a house in Paris, France, which was 
really u branch house, or a part of tlle institution, although 
under another name. It was found that the concern in Paris 
walJ shipping those goods to some one in America, really 
n member of the firm that manufactured the goods, and at 
the time the investigation was made · it was found that the 
actual cost value of the importation of cups ancl sn.ucers alone, 
as I now remember, was eight nnd a half million dollars, yet 
the import value, as given by the importer, was $5,000,000; 
and, therefore, this Go"Vernment ha<l been robbed of its fair rate 
of duty on three and n half million dollars' worth of goods out 
of a total value of eight a.nu a hulf million dollars. 

Therefore, gentlemen, I wish to warn you against \Oting for 
further continua.nee of such practice, against placing in the 
hands of nny one individual in this country the powor to make 
our trade treaties. But I must adcl thnt in this bill that section 
provides, howet"er, that before those treaties can become effect
ive they must be nppro"Ved by Congress. That is a saving 
clause. But, gentlemen, when yon denl with treaties of th~t 
kind it is like a child playing with fire. I want to caution you 
against it. I would "Vote against the Cnnadian trade agreement 
because of that provision alone, even if I had no other objection 
to the treaty. 

I want to say in the beginning thn t I am an admirer of our 
President, William H . Taft. He will be the Republican candi
date for reelection, if he 'lives until tllat time. [Applause on 
the Republican side.] If I am alive at that time, I will give 
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him my most hearty support, as I have in the past. I am frank 
to E;ny, gentlemen, that I disagree with his views on Canadian 
reciprocity. I have a right to disagree with him on that 
proposition, or with any other, or all men. I am exercising my 
judgment as my conscience dictates as to what is right and best 
for the American people; and upon that platform I am going to 
stand. 

There is no question in the mind of any man within the 
sound of my voice, or beyond the sound of my voice, !Jut that 
conditions in Canada to-day arc as good, if not better, than ever 
before in the history of that country. Before I conclude my re
marks I will try to give you some of what, in my judgment, I 
consider good reasons why the people of Canada are prosperous 
to-day. I may say in the beginning, however, that they are a 
protective nation. They believe in protection, not only for 
Canadian labor but Canadian capital as well. And they are 
carrying that out to a greater extent than· the people of the 
United States are to-day carrying out that policy so long cher
ished by the Republican Party in this country. In order to pre
serve to Canadian labor the right to produce the things in that 
country that under their protective-tariff system they claim 
would be most beneficial to their laboring people and to their 
capital, let me say to you that they are protecting to the extreme 
all their raw materials. 

In the enactment of the Dingley law of 1897 a clause was in
se1'ted providing that an additional duty on lumber should be 
added to any country that put an export duty on logs, the raw 
forest material. Canada was quick to find a way to get around 
that feature of our law, because at that time we were importing 
into this country from Canada large quantities of saw logs and 
the sawmills around the Great Lakes were manufacturing annu
ally 400,000,000 feet of lumber cut from Canadian snw logs im
ported from Canada. Canada quickly saw the wisdom, as I 
have said, in the policy of retaining for Canadian capital and 
Canadian labor the manufactm·ing of that 400,000,000 feet of 
lumber in Canada. And what did they do? Instead of placing 
an export duty upon logs, they put an embargo upon them. 
They put a provision in their license, a license to cut timber 
from public lands, and all lands, practically, in Canada are 
owned by the Provinces, which license expires the 1st of l\fay 
every year, that provided that the holder of the license when 
cutting timber from those lands saould manufacture that prod
uct in Canada, preserving thereby to the labor of Canada the 
right to put from five to eight dollars of labor upon every 
thousand feet of lumber taken from their woods--a very wise 
provision, indeed. And from that day to this, my friends, 
practically no logs have been imported into the United States 
from Canada, except in the great Northwest, on Puget Sound, 
under a law which permits the officer in charge to remove 
that embargo at will by giving 30 days' notice in certain 
papers. From time to time, when their log market in the 
Northwest bas become congested by an oversupply of logs, that 
embargo has been removed and they have dumped their surplus 
of logs at times upon our markets and then immediately put 
back the embargo. But no .American, no owner of a sawmill in 
the United States, under any law, is warranted in heginning a 
logging operation in Canada with the view of bringing his logs 
to a sawmill in tlle United States. It is prohibited in every 
Province in Canada. But I say in that respect, my friends, 
Canada has been exceedingly wise in protecting her home 
industry and home labor. 

Some gentleman on the floor of the House mnde some remarks 
about barbed fencing wire. That article is mentioned in this 
trade treaty. Upon an examination of the records I find that 
no barbell wire has come into this country from Canada at all. 

You are not honest with the farmers of this country when 
you say to them, "We are going to give you free barbed wire 
from Canada." 

Now, my friends, the farmer is no young bird to be fooled on 
chaff. You can not flimflam the farmer by any such provision 
in this or any other law. 

I find, on the other hand, that we shipped into Canada last 
year seven hundred and some odd thousand dollars' worth of 
barbed-wire fencing. The factories of this country produced 
that much of wire fencing and shipped it into Cannda. I am 
delighted indeed to know that an institution in this country 
can send its product to Canada and sell it at a profit. 

It is proposed in the farmers' free-trade bill, introduced by 
our Democratic friends, to put barbed wire for fencing from 
the whole world on the free list and bring it into this country. 
Look up the records and find out how much has been brought 
in under existing law. Practically none. But it is true, in 
order to protect that industry in this country, in existing law 
there is a duty of three-quarters of a cent per pound on that 
class of wire. 

I am one of the committee who voted for that law. I am 
ready at all times to preserye not only the American market for 
American manufactures, but I am ready at all times to pro
tect every institution, every mill, every factory, every forge in 
this land, whether it be in the Southland or in the Northland, 
against the cheap labor of the world. I want to see all the 
barbed wire or any other wire fencing that is consumed in this 
country produced from the iron mines of the ·United States 
and converted . into finished product by American capital and 
American labor. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

But let me go further and say that there is no change in 
the existing law on wire in this trade agreement. Our wire went 
into Canada free of duty before this treaty was ever thought of. 
Why, then, is it put into the law at all? Perhaps upon the 
assumption that hereafter Canada is going to produce barbed 
wire cheaper than we can produce it. Tben some day in the 
far-off future our farmers can buy from Canada barbed wire 
cheaper than they can buy it from the manufacturers in this 
country. 

You are focusing your range at a very long distance when 
you throw out a sop of that kind to the American farmer. 

Now, there is a document known as Senate document No. 8G2, 
introduced in the Senate by ex-Senator Curter, of Montana, a 
gentleman for whom I have the highest admiration. He is an 
estimable gentleman, an intelligent man. I regret exceedingly 
on seeing him go out of the Congress of the United States. He 
was one of the great legislators of this country. But upon an 
examination of that document which I haye here-and I am 
sincere in that statement-it would appear that instead of Sen
ator. Carter having prepared that document, he never read it; 
neYer read its contents. It says, " Mr. Carter presented the 
following." That is the only place in the document that you 
can find tbe slightest semblance of l\Ir. Carter's name, or his 
intellect or his politics in it. It was undoubtedly prepared by 
somebody who is a gatherer of statistics. 

In that article, which I have not the time to analyze fully, 
you will find that the writer says by opening up our markets 
to Canada's wheat and removing our duty of 25 cents per bushel, 
the flour mills of the United States can control the market of 
flour for the world; that by giving the flouring mills of this 
country free trade in wheat from Canada they can monopolize 
the flour market of Europe; that we have the milling capacity 
at the present time to supply all Europe with flour. 

The average man to-day is preaching against monopoly, but 
here is a man who would monopolize the fl.our market of the 
-world by our giving free trade in wheat. I know some stories 
that would work in well here, but I am too busy trying to quote 
to you actual facts to inject any nonsense into my remarks. The 
gentleman argues that if the duties on wheat are removed, the 
mills in the United States can purchase Canada's wheat and 
then supply England and all Europe with flour. 

How weak and flimsy is such an argument! The writer evi
dently does not know the terms of existing law. I presume 
every man here knows the existing law on wheat as well as I 
do, but fearing someone might not know the terms of existing 
law will say there is no bar to-day against mills in the United 
States supplying Europe with flour under practica11y free 
trade conditions. There are two provisions in our tariff law. 
One provides that the manufacturers of flour in this country 
can import wheat from any foreign country, and when export
ing the finished product of that wheat can go to the Treasury 
of the United States and draw back 99 per cent of tbe duty paid. 

Mr. STANLEY. M:r. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield 

to the gentleman from Kentucky? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly. 
Mr. STANLEY. Where the Canadian wheat and the Ameri

can wheat are mixed, as I understand they are in these large 
mills, is it practicable then to get this dra whack? 

Mr. FORD1'TEY. Yes. I thank the gentleman for the question. 
It is as practicable to get that drawback on the imported wheat 
in that barrel of flour as it is to get the drawback on the im
ported lumber in a door made partly out of Canadian lumber 
and partly out of .American lumber, because all that is neces
sary is for the mi1ler to furnish satisfactory affidavits to the 
Treasury of the United States as to the amount of foreign im
ported wheat that a barrel of flour contains, and that is very 
easy. Now, let me go just a little further on that, and say to 
you that I was engaged in the manufacture of flour at one 
time just long enough to lose all the money I put into the in
dustry, but to get some education in the business. I was in
terested for five years in the manufacture of flour. I found that 
by economical methods and modern machinery and the proper 
kind of bolting cloths a barrel of flour, 106 pounds, ·can be 
produced from 4 bushels and 4.0 pounds of wheat. There are 



324. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. APRIL 17, 

28-0 i>0unds of wheat in 4 bushels and 40 potmds. That leaves 
84 pounds· of offal, bran, and middlings, or shorts, as some 
people call it. In tho ma:nufacture of foreign imported wheat 
that is exported, on which the miller is entitled to a drawback, 
he must either export the offal or pay duty on it. But I con
tend, gentlemen, that when he sends abroad only the flour and 
markets the bran and middlings in this country, which come 
in competition with the same article manufactured from Ameri
can grain, he ought to pay duty on that which he markets in 
tho United States. On 4 bushels and 40 pounds of wheat the 
duty at 25 cents a bushel is $1.16!, or nearly that fraction. 
With a drawback of 09 per cent of that it leaves the duty cost 
to the American manufacturer 1! cents per barrel. Is that going 
to prevent any miller in this country from importing wheat 
from Canada and then exporting the manufactured product? 
If so, I would like to have some man figure it out to me. 

Again, there is another provision in our law that permits the 
American miller to import wheat in bond aml take it to his 
mill sealed in the car. The Government will either break tho 
seal or authorize the miller to break it and take that wheat into 
his mill and convert it into the finished product, put it back 
into the car, and send it abroad, without the payment of any duty 
at all. If the statements I ha:rn made arc true, can you tell 
me any bar to the American miller right now bringing in all 
the Canadian wheat his mill can grind, converting it into the 
fl.nished product, and then sending it abroad? 

But, my friends, when our present tariff law was being pre
pared by the committee, mill men appeared before that commit
tee nrnl demanded free traue on Canadian wheat, because they 
said they arc so handicapped by red tape in getting back this 
99 per cent of duty. Ah, my friends, the "nigger in the fence" 
is that they want the offal put upon the free list, becauso they 
wnnt to market it in the United States. Now, on the other hand, 
I have told you what the existing law is. Do you beliOTe it is 
possible to tnkc down our tariff wall, invite competition from 
tho whole world on competitive products, and under that system 
raise the price of our products in this country? I never hLiew but 
one man who claimed to bo a great man who used such an argu
ment. As to his being a great man, he and I differ. He is an 
ex-Senator from Indiana. He said he was in favor of a law 
that would increase tlie wages of American laboring men and 
also decrease the price of the product of such labor. He re· 
minus me of a man who once said he could do anything on 
Gcd's green earth that any other man could do. Some one 
who doubted l.lim said, "There was a gentleman here yester
day who lifted himself by the ears of his boots. Let us see 
you do it." He spent the balance of the summer in trying and 
finally failed. 

l\Ir. Carter introduced this bill. He is a great man, but evi
dently introduced it without due consideration. 

He reminds me of a piece of attempted legislation introduced 
by n mernber of the legislature of one of our States. He, too, 
evidently introduced n bill which. had been sent to him by a 
friend and wit11out his reading it at all. When rend, it was 
found that it provided for tho impro-rnrnent by deepening and 
widening the alimentary canal. [Laughter.] There is just 
abont as much sense in t11is proposition ns there was in that. 

That wheat is chooper in Canada than it is iI1 the United 
States no intelligent mnn will dispute. Some argument has 
!Jeen made here that the price of wheat on both sides of tho 
line does not vary much, if any. But the gentleman mah."i.ng 
that argument forgets that the grade of wheat mentioned or tho 

·price of wheat in the ·rnrious markets is bused upon the value 
and the grndo of the wl.leat. All grades of wheat are not of 
the snme value. So when the price of wheat is stated to 
be the same in Canada ns in the Dakotas and Minnesota or at 
Minneapolis and St. Paul markets, you may mark down in your 
memorandum books that it is not the same gm.de of wheat, 
because there is a difference in the yalue in our markets for tbo 
various grades of wheat, 

Mr. SIMS. Wi11 tho gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly. 
Mr. SIMS. Is it the gentleman's contention that tho higher 

price of wheat in the United States, conceding that it is higher, 
is duo to the protective tariff on wheat? 

:i.\.Ir. FORD NEY. It is, and I will try to give the gentleman my 
reason. I thank the gentleman from Tennessee, with all courtesy. 
I will answer all questions asked me to the best of my ability. 

.Mr. SIMS. I know the gentleman will, and that is the rea
son I asked the question. 

Mr. FORD.NEY. I wm give you some figures that will ex
plain that which I have taken from the records. During the 
foUT years prlor to the last Democratic, and the only Demo
crn tic, administration we have had since the Republican Party 

was born, the yen.rs 1890, 1801, 1892, and 1893, we produced in 
this country per year 480,0-00,000 bushels, in round numbers. 
The price of that wheat for those four years m·eraged the 
farmers 9f the country 71 cents per bushel, or $1,383,000,000. 
For the four years during the life of the Wilson bill, or its an
ticipation rather, it was only on the statute books 36 months, 
as I remember-for the four years during the agitation of that 
question nnd the life of the law, we produced in this country 
471,000,000 bushels of wheat per :rear. The value of the wheat 
in this country at that time was 63.4 cents per bushel. The 
value of the wheat in this country, based upon the price !or 
those four years compared with the previous four years, brought 
a loss to our farmers of $180,000,000. 

I have gone further, my friends, and have followed. the stn.
tiStics for four years following the repeal of tho Wilson bill
a.nd, by the way, the Wilson bill did not admit wheat free of 
duty; the rate of duty in that law was 20 per cent ad rnlorem
nnd during the life of that bill was the time I had my experi
ence in the milling business. I purchased wheat in the State 
of Michigan at my mill for 48 cents a bushel delh·ered a.t the 
mill. During the four years succeeding the life of that l>ill, 
which placed wheat upon the protected list at 20 per cent ad 
valorem, the production of wheat in this country amounted to 
625,000,000 bushels per year and the price 69.9 cents, a differ
ence to the farmer, as compared with the four years of Demo
cratic tariff laws, of $200,180,0-00. 

Now, my friends, let us go further. It is contend.et\ by the 
friends of this treaty that by placing wheat on the free list our 
exports will increase. How much truth or fact is there in that 
argument? I believe a fair comparison with our exports during 
the life of the Wilson bill would be a good test. Let me state 
what our exports were under that bill and for four years prior 
nnd the succeeding four rears. 

Our total exports for the four yea.rs prior to the adoption of 
that bill were 417,000,000 bushels. .And during these four long, 
lean, lank years, when the duty had been lowered on wheat to 
20 per cent ad valorem, we exported only 364,000,000 bushels. 

Now, for the next four ;rears, with an increased rate of duty, 
to 25 cents a. bushel, there were 582,000,000 bushels exported. 
Is there anything in that argument that will lead any man ot 
fair mind to contend that by lowering the duty on wheat we 
are going to increase our exports? If so, furnish me witb 
the proof. While I am not from Missouri, I am a protectionist 

Mr. SIMS. Will the gentleman permit a question? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly. 
Mr. SI.MS. If increasing the tariff increases the exports, how 

does it increase the uricc of wheat in this country? 
Mr. FORDNIDY. Mr. Chairman, by protecting American inJ 

stitutions and American capital the wheels of industry in this 
country run full time. Tho people are encouraged under pros
perity [applause on the Republican side] and they languish under 
free trade. We produced less wheat in the country then than. 
we did before or since. Because of the price the farmer was <le· 
pressed and ho resorted to the production of some other nrticlo 
upon his farm from which he m·ade some profit, anu I contend 
that under a protective system when our institutions are run
ning full blast we can produce at a lower cost than when 
running on half-time, as I will try to show in another line ot 
industry which I can, perhaps, make a little clearer than I cnn 
the question of wheat. But all know th.at the farmer of tllis 
country at that time was in poverty-not in goocl stnll(ling, but 
in poverty-during those four years; and again during tllosc four 
lean years the statistics show that we consumed in this coun
try but 3~ bushels of wllcat per capita per nnuum, wllere, under 
existing law-and this condition has existed now for 1~ years
the American people arc consuming to-clay nearly 6! bushels 
per capita per annum. .A great orator once said upon the floor 
of this House in arguing for a protective tariff-

Glrn work to tho laboring man and you furnish him employment for 
his teetb. 

We consume more to-clay than we did then, and that is rea
sonable, because our purchasing power is greater to-day than 
it was theh. It is perfectly reasonable when a ma.n's wages are 
$2 per day, as compared with $1 per day, that his purchasing 
power is just double, but his purchasing power is measured to 
a large extent by the prices paid for the articles that lie con
sumes. Lower prices prevail to-dny for a.JI farm products in 
this country than have prevailed now for sereral years . 

All will admit thn.t for the Inst few years prices of farm prod
ucts ha~e been abnormal, but during all that time manufactured 
products have gone on only at a reasonable price in this country. 
Labor has been advanced further than has the price of tlle 
manufactured product, but not quite in llnc with the advance 
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i·~ the prices of agricultural products; but wifh declining prices 
in all agricultural products to-dn.y, we clo not hear of any reduc
ion of wages in any institution in the cotmtry, or at least but 

Yery few. 
nly friend Ur~ UcCALL, a gentleman for whom I have the 

very hjgllcst regn.r<l, in an article in the Independent, published 
~s of A1:ril 6, sai<l that the way to increase or a.id our markets 
is 1.o nid the customer; tlmt if you increru;e the pui·chasing 
ll°'Ycr of tlle customer you will incrcnse the markets for your 
own prodncts. I agree with the gentlem:m fully in every respect 
in 1.llat stntcmeut, but when the gentleman from Massachusetts 
ni::<le tlmt "' ntement he was talking about Canada.. about 
iucn~:1si11g the purchasing power of the Canadian, and tllere
forc, l.1e said, giving to our fn.umers in this country a better 
nmrket for theil" vrodncts. Tlle gentleilk'1.Il. evi<lently overlooked 
the fn.ct that wl.len Ile was talking about increasing tlle pur
chnsing po~er of seven and a half or eight million people in 
Can:ula, Ile wn.s strildng a ucnthblow at 35,000,000 farmers 
iu the Unitctl States. Tl.le gentleman is overlooking the im
portant fact that wllerr you arc aiding the Canadian in his 
lHll'rbnsin"' power by opening up our markets to him fo1· Iris 
pro11lH:is, the farmers of tllc United States are the greatest 
vurdiusers of all products, both manufactured and agricultural, 
on the face of the globe. . 

The gentleman from l\:fassachusetts would ca.st aside the 
"5,0D0,000 men, women, and cllildren on farms in this country 
and look solely to the interest of the Canndinn in order that 
we migllt Eell a little more barbeU wire over there. Again, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts states in that article tlillt on 
wlle:it and flour we· are sending to Canada more than we pm;~ 
ci.wsc from Canada. The gentleman is absolutely wrong in his 
figures. It is true that a great de::tl of exports of wheat and 
flour from this: country enter Canada and leave Canada on their 
way to Em·ope, and I think the gentleman obtains his figures 
from such exportations, giving creclit for all of that to Canada. 
nut let me cull his attention to the figures set forth in this trade 
tre~ ty, in which he will find that lnst year we exporte<.l to 
Cann.da in. rouncl numbers less than 55,000 bushels of wheat. 
We imported from Canada during that same time nearly 153,000 
bushels of wheat. At the same time we exported to Canad~ in 
round numbers, 31,000 barrels of fiom and imported from 
Canada 144,000 . l>arrels of flour. Where docs tile gentle
man from Massacllusetts get his .figures? When I wns in the 
flour-mill business, like M-r. CARTER with his argument that he 
introducecI,. I went into the business because I had more money 
than bruins, ancI very llttle of either, perhnps. I purchased a 
mill in my home town, and after getting into the business I 
found that we hacl in that city a milling capacity for TOO barrels 
of flour a day in :t town with but 4G,OOO people, anu the con
suming capacity of the people of that town was less than 200 
barrels per dny, so that in order to run our mill for 10 hours 
n uay we were obliged to export from the city 500 barrels of 
ilour per clay, and we had to go out into the world to find n 
market for that much surplus flour manufactured in my home 
town. 

The question of exporting flour came up, and I ex.nmined the 
rates of freight abroad. We were at that time CXIJOrting a fair 
share of our product to Providence, R. I., on which we paid 73 
cents per barrel freight from Saginaw, Mich., to Providence, 
R. I. I found that the great flour mills of Duluth, Minn., and 
Minneapolis and St. Paul were nt the same time sending ft.our 
to London, England, for 50 cents a barrel, ancl as soon as my 
supply of money ran out I went out of the flour business; and 
I would advise all of my friends to keep out of the business 
unless you have very cheap fuel, such as water power, for you 
run not succeed beyond the limits of the county in which your 
flour mill is located unless yon have very cheap power or cheap 
fuel. 

Mr. SIMS. Would it annoy the gentleman if I interrupted 
him? 

Mr. FOTIDNEY. No; the gentleman would not annoy me. 
Mr. SIMS. Is it a fact, then, that we do lose on the wheat 

and ft.our we ship abroad? 
~:Ir. FOilDl\TEY. Oh, no; I do not say that; I do not think so. 
Mr. SIMS. If ft.our is higher and wheat is higher here than 

abroad, how can we sell abroad at a profit? 
Mr. FOTIDNEY. I will tell you this much, my friend. It is 

nu old argument, but I believe it is a correct one on the ques
tion of selling our stuff abroad cheaper than we sell at home. 
For illustration, my friend, I am in the lumber business, and 
during the period of low prices which pre~::Ulecl in 1!)07 we 
fonncl we could not run our mill for 10 hours a day without 
piling up a very large amount of lumber on hand, with a large 
amount of capital invested, at a great risk of fire, and with 
no market for your lumber. 

In addition to that yon will understand that in that business 
a man insuring his lumber is a coinsurer to the extent of 20 
per cent of' the value of the lumber, so you can not get the 
full rn.te of insurance in this country on the Talue of your 
lumber and it is a gren.t risk to pile up. unlimited quantities. 
The important thing· is where does your money come from. We 
formd that we could perhaps mnrket what lumber we could . 
produce in an 8 hours' run instead of 10 hours. 'Ve re
duced our hours from 10 to 8 ver day and for 3 months 
we proceeded to try .out thnt plan. We coulu not dispose of a 
superintendent, we could not dispose of a bookkeeper, we could 
not lessen our taxes, we could not lessen our insurance, we 
could not lessen the depreciation of our property. In other 
words the overhead or cl.end expense goes on just the sn.mo 
whether yon run 8 hours or 10 hours or 12 hours per cfay, 
and we founcl after running for 3 months under the best man
agement we could l.lave that it cost :;il per tllons:md feet more 
to munnfact1.1re our lumber running 8 hours tll:m it did to run 
10 hours and we were obliged to abandon that plan. Therefore 
I say, my friends, if you are engaged in an industry, be it 
farming or any other industry, by running to tl.lc fullest capac
ity is when you produce at the lowest possible cost nr:.d by 
running your institution, be it a form or factory, and selling nt 
a reasonable profit to the home consumption yon can nfforrl to 
export your surplus at cost, an.cl still employ Americnn labor and 
make more money than one could by closing clown. 

Therefore, when we learn of goods being exported nt a Jowe~ 
price tllan they are sold at home for, it is my cnndi<l. opinion it 
is under such conditions, been.use when you are piling up a sur
plus and your warehouse is filled to the roof tllere is but one of 
two things to do-you must either unload that smplus or you 
must close the institution. And I ask you, in all spirit of fa ir
ness, whether under such circumstances it would be best for tl.le 
proprietor to send abroad that surplus, emptying his wa.rehonse 
and continue running, employing American l~bor and American 
capital, or to close down until the surplus is worked off? ~Iy 
business schooling, which has not been a short one, h!ls tnught 
me to believe that it is best to keep the wheels of the industries 
of this country running and employ American labor, because 
that labor is the best purchaser for our goods in me world. 
It furnishes us the greatest market for all our m:mufactnrcd 
and agricultural products. .As an illustration-and I nm not 
making a political speech, but I believe the argument fits in on 
this treaty-we sold abroad last year $1,800,000,000 worth of 
American farm and m:mufactured products. The whole world 
consumed less than $14,000,000,000 worth of imported protlncts, 
while here at home, Americans, citizens of the United States, 
consumed nearly $30,000,000,000 worth, or more than twice the 
total imports of the whole world outside of the United St.ates. 
By opening up our tariff gates and letting into this country the 
cheaper products of all foreign countries, are you going to cur
tail that production at home and supply the citizens of the 
United States with articles made abroad rather than made at 
home? If so, you and I differ in our opinions, because I contend 
that any article, no matter what it may be, consumed in this 
country, that is imported from abroad-that is, a competitive 
article-is exceedingly high priced to the American people, be
cause it displaces just that much capital and just that much 
labor at home. 

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Michig-an yield 

to the gentleman from Kentucky? · 
Mr. FORDNIDY. I will. 
Mr. LAl~GLEY. Is the gentleman. going to discuss the lumber 

question before he takes his seat? 
l\lr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir. 
l\fr. LANGLEY. I want to ask you one or two questions in 

regard to it. 
1\Ir. FOilDNEY. I will be gln.d to answer you. 
Mr. KENDALL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FOTIDNEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KENDALL. Has the gentleman concluded as to one of 

his propositions there? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir. 
l\fr. KENDALL. Of course the gentleman understands, as all 

Republicans do, that our last platform declared for a tariff 
me!'lsuri P~ the difference in productive cost in Americll and 
abroad. I want to inquire of the gentleman, who is a member 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, whether in the prcpar:i
tion of the pending measure any report of the Tariff Com.mis
sion, which has been created to asceL'ta.in those facts, was in 
possession of the committee? 

Mr. FORDNEY. I thank the gentleman for the question. 
-There was absolutely none at all If so, it was in the hands 
of the majority. That is the first time I have had the plensuro 
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of nsing that term on the floor for 12 years. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Mr. KENDALL. I want to inquire further of the gentle
man if the Committee on Ways and Means undertook to revise 
the tariff on all the agricultural products of the country with
out availing itself of the information as to productive cost at 
home and abroad; which we supposed would be furnished by 
this Tariff Comm'ission? · 

l\1r. FORDNEY. Does the gentleman now refer to the pro
posed free-trade bill? 

Mr. KE~.ALL. I refer to this bill and the companion 
measure, popularly designa.ted as the "farmers' free-trade 
bill." 

Mr. FORDNEY. So far as I am informed, not one word of 
information came from the Tariff Board or anywhere else to the 
Committee on Ways and l\1eans in the preparation of this or 
the other or any other bills. 

l\1r. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Michigan 
has always been opposed to constituting a Tariff Board, I be
lieve, has he not? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, no. The gentleman misunderstands me. 
I ha>e always been opposed to the creation of a tariff commis
sion, because I could see a difference between a tariff commis
sion and a tariff board, and while I have not been very enthu
siastic for a tariff board, I have contended that if there is any 
information that Representatives of this great people could 
have that they do not have in the preparation of those great 
laws, we should have it, no matter what channel it came 
through. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield for a suggestion? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. DALZELL. Would the -gentleman like to have more 

time? 
Mr. FORDNEY. I would like to. Do not limit me. I will 

try to get through as quickly as I can. 
Mr. DALZELL. Then, Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle

man without limit for the present. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Now, Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield for a suggestion? 
The CHAillMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORDNEY. I will yield. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. It so happens that the sub

ject of the cost of production of farm products in Canada and 
the United States is one of the subjects on which this so-called 
Tariff Board has made a report, as is evidenced in Senate 
Document No. 840, printed on March 1, 1911; and if the gen
tleman desired to obtain any information on that subject he 
could have consulted that report. 

Mr. FORD:1\TEY. I thank the gentleman. I did not know 
that there was such a report. If so, it was not brought to the 
attention of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? . 
Mr. FORDl\"'EY. Yes. 
Mr. KENDALL. Is it possible that the Committee on Ways 

and Means in preparing tllis important bill has utterly ignored 
that official report? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me say to the gentleman that I asked 
the question when the committee was reporting this bill, and 
some other gentleman asked the question, if some one were .not 
going to cull upon the Tariff Board for information on this 
subject, and it was said by some one of the gentlemen of 
the majority that they would have no hearings unless some
one should ha>e additional information to present; that they 
thought they had a sufficient amount of evidence and informa
tion on file during the hearings that was presented to the 
Ways and Means Committee when the committee were prepar
ing tile Payne tariff law. 

l\Ir. BUCHANAN rose. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman 

from Illinois? 
Mr. FORDNEY. I will in a moment. I then said to the gen

tleman that I understood that the Democratic Party were very 
anxious to have a tariff commission appointed in order that they 
might have better and more information on the subject of our 
tariff laws than had been obtained under present conditions. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to ask the gentleman why it 
is that the representatives of the steel interests and the lumber 
interests claim they are interested in the American workingmen 
when tens of thousands of foreign workingmen are working in 
the mills, while tens of thousands of American workingmen are 
walking the highways seeking employment? . 

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to my friend that I know of no 
law that discriminates against any man seeking employment 
and getting a fair day's wages for a fair day's work. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentleman, then, is not informed. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, there are a lot of things that the gen

tleman from Michigan does not know. I admit that. [Laugh
ter.] '.rhe things that I do not know would make a great deal 
larger book tban the things that I do lmow. But then there 
are a few things that I do claim to know, and those are the 

·things that I am trying to express myself on: here. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

Mr. CONNELL rose. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield 

to the gentleman from New York? 
l\:fr. FORDNEY. Wait just one minute, if you please, sir. 

I will say now to the gentleman [Mr. BucnANAN], who has 
mentioned the steel company, that I infer he has reference to tho 
United States Steel Corporation. Let me say to my friend that 
I had occasion to ascertain not long ago the number of men 
employed by that one concern-the great United States Steel 
Co. I had occasion to make inquiry; and learned the amount 
of money paid out by that one company to their labor last year, 
and I will give to you the astounding figures. I find that while 
it was stated by the president of that company-Mr. Gary 
president of the· Unite(l States Steel Co.-that they could pro: 
duce steel cheaper than any other company in this country, 
because nearly all other manufacturers of steel purchase more 
or less pig iron from them, on which the United States Steel 
Co. make a profit, yet they did not want to crush out compe
tition; they could run their institution without any protection 
at all, but in doing so their smaller competitors would be 
obliged to go out of business and they themselves would ue com
pelled to reduce the wages paid to their labor. I found tbat 
last year that company had in their employ, in round numbers 
225,000 men, and their pay roll reached nearly $175,000,000, o~ 
an average of about $2.70 per man per day. I do not want to 
see any law upon our statute books that will lower the price 
paid for labor in this counfry, whether that law is intended to 
protect a corporation, a copartnership, a farmer, or a laboring 
man, because when you lower lhe price paid to labor, as I haye 
said, you are curtailing the purc~asing power of your best cus
tomer in the land. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

1\-fr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield 

to the gentleman from Missouri? 
Mr. FORDNEY. I do. 
Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Can the gentleman give us the amount 

of dividends declared by that United States Steel Corporation 
for that same year? . · 

l\fr. FORDNEY. I never owned a share of stock in the 
United States Steel Corporation, or in any other steel com
pany, in my life. I know nothing about it, and I care less. I 
want to be courteous to the gentleman, but I do not know any
thing about it. I presume they pay good profits. If they do 
not, they are the biggest fools on earth. You and I would not 
be long in their shoes until we would try to make a reasonable 
profit upon our investment. If not, we would soon go out of 
business. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Would we kick if the profits were 
more than reasonable? 

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not know. I have never seen profits 
too high to suit me. 

l\Ir. SHACKLEFORD. Is not that also true of the Steel 
Trust? 

Mr. FORDNEY. I want to ask tlle gentleman, or any other 
man within the sound of my voice, was there ever a time iu 
your life, or do you ever expect to see the time, when your 
profits will be so high that you object? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. That being true, ought the law to 
give to me or any other person a right to gratify cupidity, ancl 
collect more than a fair profit through the instrumentality of 
a law that was created to enable that to be done? 

Mr. FORDNEY. My good friend, if you belie>c that the 
United States Steel Corporation, or any other corporation in 
this land, is exacting from the people a greater profit than it is 
entitled to, we have antitrust laws upon our statute books to 
stop it immediately by proper proceedings, by the proper author
ity, and not through a revision of our tariff laws, in my opinion. 

l\fr. CONNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORDNEY. I will yield to the gentleman; but I will 

ask the gentleman to make his question brief, as I am con
suming too much time. 

Mr. CONNELL. I understood the gentleman to say that he 
went into the flour business at the time of the Wilson law, 
lost all his money, and made a failure of it. I want to ask 
him if he would have succeeded in that business except for 
the Wilson law, and if that was the reason why failure came 
to him in his experiment in the flour business. 
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Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, I have learned long ago never 

to cry over spilt milk. I am not crying because I lost my 
money. The experience was well worth it, and I have been a 
died-in-the-wool protectionist ever since. [Applause on the Re
publican side.] I am going to stick to it. I believe, sir, our 
tariff laws at that time had much to do with low prices, because 
as a result of that law our industries were depressed in this 
country at that time. We were in poverty, sir. 

l\Ir. CULLOP. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Docs the gentleman from Michigan yield 

to the gentleman from Indiana? 
Mr. FORDNEY. No ; if the gentleman will pardon me, let 

me go on just a little while. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield. 
Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 

KITCHIN] frequently referred to me in his speech on Saturday. 
I did not interrupt him, because I seldom interrupt anyone who 
is making a speech on the floor of this House. I knew I would 
have au opportunity to answer him. I never saw or heard 
~nch a physical effort from any man in my life as he made 
on Saturday. I will say to him that if the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN'] will go in the Northern States 
and repeat that speech word for word.- so that all the people 
north. of the Mason and Dixon line may hear him in that great 
exhibition, I will guarantee him that there will not be a Demo
cratic Member of Congress returned to this House from that 
part of the counb.·y in the next two years. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

The gentleman said that with lower prices we are more pros
perous. He is in favor of free trade. I neve1r heard of any
thing that had the word "free" attached to it that I did not 
believe the gentleman from North Carolina would be in fa vol"' of. 
But let me call his attention to this fact: We had a Democratic 
administration in 1894, 181>5, and 1896 and up to March 4, 1897. 
What were the prevailing conditions at that time? We had 
lower prices then. We had lower prices on everything pro
duced and consumed in this country: Wore we fn a more pros
perous condition then than we are to-day? Let me call the 
gentleman's attention to this fact. He tried to taunt the Re
publicans for fnlling to puss certain legislation, and said that a 
Republican President had called the Democrats together to undo 
that which a Republican Congress had done. I ask the gentle
man from North Carolina, who called Congress together in 
1807 to undo what the Democratic Party hn..d done the only 
time they had an opportunity to enact our laws for over 50 
years? 

Let me tell you what you did. You bankrupted the Nation, or 
nearly so. Horses never were so cheap in this country as they 
were in 1894, 1805, and 1806, and yet every poor devil in the 
land had to go on foot. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\1r. FORDNEY. In just a minute. Beefsteak never was so 

cheap since Adam came on earth. I happened to be an alder
man in the town in which I lived, and during those lean years 
laboring men ca.me to me in numbers and asked me to vote 
for n higher rate of wages for street laborers in our city because 
they said they could uot afford meat but twice a week. Gen
tlemen, you never knew a time in your life, ruid I hope you 
never will h.~ow a time, when liver was in such great demand. 
[Laughter and applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman permit a question? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Let me finish th.is parn..graph first. I am 

dealing with an answer to the gentleman from North Carolina. 
Clothing never was so cheap since the Republic was created, 
and our laboring men and their wives and their children went 
in tatters and rags, and you know it. We never were in need 
of clothing so much in our lives as we were during the four 
years when everything was so cheap. Can you deny it? If so, 
furnish your proof. Every laboring man in the land went 
about the country, and there were 3,000,000 unemployed labor
ing men, every one wearing a Democratic badge., a patch 8 by 
10 inches on the seat of his pants. [Laughter on the Republican 
~da] _ 

You never Imew a time when there were as many farm mort
gages spread on our records in this country as there were during 
the life of that bill. What caused it? Low prices and poverty 
to the farmer. The farmer is just exactly like a great nation. 
When his bank account runs low and ho does not produce the 
farm articles that he can couYert into money for his necessary 
running expenses, he must (just like this Nation did when your 
party was in power) put a mortgage on his farm. 

But there is a day of reckoning when the mortgage must be 
paid. We are paying the interest, my friends, on the mortgage 
that your party put upon_ the Federal farm during your last 
administration. You will remember that you issued.. through 

your Executive $262,400,000 worth of Government bonds and 
sold them in Europe to get gold. to put into the Treasury of the 
United States to pay the running expenses of this Government, 
upon which there was a premium of $30,000,000, or thereabouts, 
received, a total of $290,000,000 or . more. 

That money was put in the Treasury not for any improve-
. mcnts · in the land, because the President had vetoed a river 
and harbor bill carrying au appropriation of $80,000,000, and 
when the people called Congress together to undo what your 
party had done, that money was gone and but a little of it left 
in the Treasury of the United States, 

We undid tlle things that you had done during your adminis
tration. We brought prosperity back to the country agnin, 
and the wheels of industry have rolled all over the land from 
that day to this, and if you will let us alone they will continue 
to roll. During these four years, in addition to the farm mort
gages that I have referred to, there was railroad property 
in this country in the haud.s of receivers to the tune of 
$1,800,000,000. The like has never been found in the history of 
the world before or since, when all industries languished as 
they did then. 

Mr. HOBSON. Does the gentleman care to yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. FORDNEY. With pleasure. 
Mr. HOBSON. It is merely-in connection with the gentle

man's reference to the issue of bonds by the Democratic ad~ 
ministration. I merely wish to ask the gentleman if that was 
not the result of the Sherman silver-purchase bill, a Republican 
measure, and if relief did not finally come with the repeal of 
that bill by a Democratic Congress? 

1\Ir. FORDNEY. Perhaps the gentleman is right. Whether 
he is or not I do not know, but I do know this, lUr. Chairman, 
that the Democratic Party issued the bonds to get the money, 
and it was all expended before our party again come into 
control. 

l\Ir. POU. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly. 
1\fr. POU. Is the gentleman talking about those same bonds 

for which the plates were made and ready when :Mr. Cleveland 
came into office? 

1\fr. FORDNEY. I do not know when the plates were made. 
I know when they were put into execution. [Laughter.] 

l\Ir. POU. l\!r. Cleveland has stated in his book, over his own 
signature, that, as a matter of fact, those plates were all pre
pared before his predecessor went out of office. 

Mr. FORDNEY. I believe that statement has been denied 
time and time again; but I admired Mr. Cleveland, I believe, 
more than tlle average man in his party did. 

Mr. POU. Then the gentleman is willing, I imagine, to ac
cept the late President's statement as to the proof of that fact. 

Mr. FORDNEY. :My friend, let me ten you this much. You 
know, and so do I, that the Wilson tariff bill did not bring suffi
cient revenue to this Government to pay our running expenses, 
and the present tariff l::tw does. There are no such conditions 
existing to-day warranting the calling of Congress together in an 
extra session to undo something that the Repu,blican Party has 
done, as existed then, and I will leave it to the world to decide. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

l\fr. Chairman, I must get along a little faster. I want to 
call the attention of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McOALL] and the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. IlILL] to 
one thing. They are Yery earnest in their efforts to bring about 
the adoption of Canadian reciprocity. They are both protec
tionists. Just whether they can sec beyond the limits of the 
State of Conuecticut and the State of Massachusetts at this 
time I am not going to say. [Laughter.] 

l\fr. HILL rose. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Just one moment. Let me say to you, you 

wanted free trade in leather, and you voted for protection on 
shoes. I have repeatedly said, and I repeat now, that any step 
toward a reduction of our duties was only a step toward free 
trade. You are in favor of Canadian reciproctty, and here 
comes a full-born child of free trade, a bill that puts shoes on 
the free list and leather on the free list, and I do wish it also 
put other things produced in New England. on the free list. 
[Applause and laughter.] I am going to ask you if you a.re 
going to vote for that bill. I run going to introduce a. bill, and 
I give notice now, and no better protectionist has ever lived 
than is found in me-and I hope my Democratic friends will 
support it-to put ·ships on the free list, so that Americ:m 
goods may be carried between two American ports by any 
foreign ship, and we will see how New England will like that. 

Mr. HILL. New England m:en have fully as good eyesight 
as the gentleman from Michigan_ 

.Mr. FORDNEY. I do not doubt that. 
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Mr. HILL. And can see pr~cisely as far into the tariff system, 
and I challenge him now to vote with me in accordance with 
the principles laid down in the Republican national platform, 
tllat the true measure of protection is the difference in the 
cost of production at home and abroad, and if he does it once, 
it will be the first time he e\er did it in his life. [Laughter and 
applause.] 

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, my friend is an elegant gen
tleman; he is a splendid fellow, no better li\ed-though some 
people do not know it-but let me ask him to reason out this. 
I happened to be a. member of the committee on resolutions-at 
the last Republican national convention--

Mr. HILL. Then the gentleman ought to be bound by the 
declaration. 

.Mr. li'ORDNEY. Are you? 
Mr. HILL. I am. On manufactures from New England and 

lumber from Michigan, and on wheat also and e-rery other 
product tha.t we have in the United States. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, now, do not get excited, because you 
are in error. Tha.t platform says that the Republican Party 
proposes to give protection to American industry a tariff wall 
sufficiently high to offset the difference in the cost of produc
tion here and abroad and in addition thereto a fair profit. 

Mr. HILL. Oh, yes. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Where in the name of God is there any 

protection for a profit in the free trade for which you vote? 
Mr. HILL. Does the gentleman wish an answer now? 
Mr. FORDJ\TEY. Yes; come on, I am not afraid. 
Mr. HILL. I will ask the gentleman wllether the figures on 

tlle other side a·o not also include a fair profit for them? · 
Mr. FORDNEY. Suppose the cost there was identical with 

the cost here? 
Mr. HILL. Then I would have no duty. [Applause on the 

Democratic side.] 
Mr. FORDNEY. Wait a minute. Where is your profit? 

Figure it out if you can. 
Mr. HILL. Where is their profit? [Applause on the Demo

cratic side.] 
. Mr. FORDNEY. Let them keep their own market and we 
will keep ours. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. HILL. We would with the addition of from $3 to $5 
a ton in our favor across the ocean. 

Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, you wanted to reduce the duty 
on wool, did you not? I had some wrestling with you, and one 
day you got angry-- [Laughter.] 

Mr~ HILL. I think we were both a little excited. 
.Mr. FORDNEY. You excited everybody in your presence. 

[Laughter.] You said that you had paid $12,000 losses on an 
industry in the last 90 days. You said that much to me. 

l\1r. HILL. That is small. 
Mr. FORDNEY. And you wanted the duty changed so you 

might not incur further loss. 
Mr. HILL. Not at all. 
Mr. FORDNEY. What the devil did you want it ·changed for, 

then? [Laughter and applause.] Now, let me go further; let 
me show you the lack of wisdom in that resolution in the Re
publicn.n platform adopted at Chicago, which I as a member of 
the committee protested against. I have always tried to be 
fair, just, and equitable, and have stood by the majority of my 
party, and I will continue to do so except on some measures 
which I protest against and refuse to go in caucus to be bound 
upon. 

Mr. IDLL. I will stand--
Mr. FORDNEY. Wait until I finish this sentence. That 

resolution provided for a duty sufficiently high to offset the 
difference in cost here and abroad, and in addition thereto a 
fair profit to our producers. Let me call the gentleman's at
tention to this fact: There is an abundance of evidence on file, 
sir, that labor in Germany, France, and England receives about 
one-half the pay the same class of labor receives in this coun
try. We will say when labor receives $1.50 a day in our fac
tories such labor receives but 75 cents in England, Germany, 
and France for the same class of labor. 

Mr. HOBSON. Will the gentleman yield--
Mr. FORDNEY. In a minute; and I have in my possession a. 

consular report where the American consul in Belgium had 
gone to the cotton mills in that country and found that the 
average laborer receives an average pay of but 18 cents a day. 
Now, then, going across the water the other way, what do you 
find? You find Japanese labor working for from 6 to 15 cents 
a day and Chinese labor from 3 to 10 cents a day in gold. Tell 
me, sir, how you are going to fix a tariff wall the same for all 
the nations of the world to offset the difference of cost here 
and abroad, unless you legislate against the cheapest paid labor 
in the world and under such circumstances then, sir, your tariff 

wall is prohibitive to Englancl, France, and Germany. It is 
an impossibility. It sounds well to the ear of a man who does 
not gi'rn consideration to these facts. I proteste<l against it as 
being unwise legislation, a.nd I would like to have the gentle
man in his time in his speech, and he will have all the time he 
wants, to answer tllat question. 

Mr. HOBSON. I do not wish--
Mr. FORDNEY. I will answer a question. When I get 

through with my remarks I will answer any questions that 
may be asked me. 

Mr. HOBSON. I merely desired to ask the gentleman in 
connection .with that much-discussed proposition of tl).e relative 
cost of labor in America and abroad, whether it is not a fact 
that the American laborer produces more than the laborer 
abroa~, an?- for what he produces to-day receives less, broadly 
speakmg, m most of the wage-earning departments of labor 
receives less per unit of product, than the laborer abroad does' 
and is therefore the poorest paid laborer in the world? ' 

1\Ir. FORDNEY. I think the gentleman is away off in his 
conclusions. I ha-re not the time to furnish you statistics here 
to that effect, but if you will give me time I think that I can 
convince the gentleman absolutely that he is incorrect. If he 
will pardon me, I will go on. 

Now, then, upon the question of hay I wish to say a few 
words. Let me take up a few of the items mentioned in this 
bill. ' There is a duty at the present time of $4 a ton on hay. 
The State in which I live is a great producer of that product. 
Some $15,000,000 to $20,000,000 worth of hay was produced in 
the State of Michigan last year. I have here a hay trade jour
nal, published at Canajoharie, N. Y., April 7, and I have several 
copies as well, and the prices given in each copy are practically 
the same. varying not more than 25 or 30 cents per ton on hay 
in our markets for several weeks. nut I want to call the at
tention of the gentleman here to the fact that on April 7 the 
price of hay in Boston was $22 per ton; in New York, $21.50 
per ton; in Jersey City, $21.50 per ton; in Brooklyn, $21 per 
ton; in Philadelphia, $20.50 per ton; in Pittsburg, Pa., $19.25 
per ton; ancl in l\Iontreal, Canada, mind you, the same grade 
of hay is quoted at $11 a ton. The duty 'is $4 per ton, and the 
freight on hay :from Montreal, Canada, to Pittsburg is 23 cents 
per 100 pounds in carload lots of 10 tons, making $4.60 freight, 
and freight and duty together are $8.60. This deducted from 
$19.25, the price of hay in Pittsburg, left the Canadian farmer 
$10.G5 a ton for his hay f. o. b. Montreal. -

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman now yield 
for a question? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; if the gentlem;m will make it short . 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Is the gentleman aware that 

upon hay No. 1 the price on January 2 at Toronto was $18 and 
in New York $16? 

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I am not. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. That is a fact. 
Mr. FORDNEY. Well, there were some conditions of the 

roads or scarcity of the article in the market that caused it, 
and it must have been due to some abnormal condition, because 
the price here in this trade journal runs about the same, run
ning along week after week, just as I have given· it to you, and 
any man will find by searching the record that the price of hay 
in Montreal is always below our price in this country just 
about the amount of the duty and the freight. Then will any 
man in favor of this measure contend that by removing the duty 
of $4 per ton upon hay it will not reduce the price of hay in 
our market or· increase it in Canada? 

It has been stated time and time again, and by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN], I believe, on Saturday, 
that this bill will not cause a reduction of prices in this coun
try on farm products; that it will not injure the farmers. 
There is only one way, in my opinion, that this bill could !njure 
the farmers, and that is by lowering the price of his farm 
products, and if the importation of Canadian products into 
this country docs not lower the price of the products of tho 
farmer, it certainly will not lower it to the consumer. Aud 
then, who is benefited? And if the friends of this measure 
who stand here and contend that it is not in any way going to 
injure the farmer, I ask who are you legislating for? You arc 
legislating for the Canadian absolutely. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Michigan yield 

to the gentleman from Wisconsin? 
Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. COOPER. I am much interested in the gentleman's 

speech, and if he will permit me I desire to ask him a question 
on the topic which he discussed a moment ago-the question of 
reasonable profits guaranteed by the platform of the Republican 
Party. I am a protectionist, and always have . been, and the 
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gentleman is a yery strong protectionist. I belie"rn that the 
first time that principle ever was enunciated in the platform of 
the Republican Party was in the Chicago convention of 1008-
that is, the provision for a reasonable profit. It neYer was in 
our national platform until 1908. Is not that true? 

l\Ir. FORDNEY. I do not know, sir; I presume that is right. 
Mr. COOPER. Yes. I think the previous platforms simply 

provided for an equalization of competitive conditions by the 
imposition of a tariff. . 

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to the gentleman, please make 
your question as short as you can. I will appreciate it. 

l\fr. COOPER. · Now, then, after we have established the cost 
price abroad and the cost price here, and imposed the tariff to 
equalize conditions, how much of a tariff is to be imposed in. 
order to yield a reasonable profit? And is the reasonable profit 
to be 5 per cent, or is it to be 6 per cent, or is it to be 8 per 
cent, or is it to be 10 per cent upon a particular business? Is 
it to be the same on all businesses? How is that to be adjusted? 

Mr. FORDNEY. My idea is this: That since 1897 we have 
had a tariff law upon our statute books under which the 
American people, both labor and capital, have been prosperous. 
I am old enough to remember back-my memory is not so short 
that it does not run back to 1894, 1895, and 1896-when con
ditions were different, and when we operated under a different 
tariff law, when we all suffered financial loss, while labor was 
the greatest sufferer in the land. I believe that our tariff laws 
which ha.Ye been on our statute books since August, 1897, are 
sufficient to warrant a fair profit to the American people. I 
contend and insist that we should continue under that policy 
until we have been fully convinced that other conditions are 
necessary. 

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman permit just another ques-
tion right there? _ 

l\lr. FORDNEY. In just a minute. I bad not finished on 
hay. I want to complete my answer to the gentleman. Under 
the Wilson bill the duty on bay was $2 a ton. Under existing 
law and under the law known as the Dingley tariff law the 
duty has been $4 a ton. Under .Previous laws the duty was, as 
I remember it now, $4 a. ton, which was the rate under the 
McKinley law. 

Some gentlemen say that if this tariff law is abrogated it 
will not injure the farmer or his products. For three years 
during the life of the Wilson bill-four years, including a year 
of suspens~we imported 025,000 tons of hay from Canada, 
and for the last three years we ha.ye imported only 113,000 tons. 
The rate is $4 per ton. It was $2 per ton then. There was a 
great increase of importations under free trade--no; not under 
free trade, but under a lower rate of duty-a much greater 
importation then than now. Do not those figures show that by 
reducing the duty we shall certainly have increased importa
tions? And if Canada docs not expect to send moPe of her 
goods to our market in consequence of the reduction of these 
duties, why is she in favor of this reduction? She can change 
her tariff laws on our goods going into Canada at any time with
out our having anything to say about it at all, as we can change 
the rate of duty on her goods coming into this country. 

Now, my friends, another great and important industry in 
our State is the production of beans. We produced some 
$15,000,000 worth of beans in the State of Michigan last year. 
Under the Wilson bill tlle duty on beans was 20 per cent ad 
valorern. That is my recollection now. Under existing Jaw the 
rate of duty is 45 cents per bushel. For the first year under 
the Wilson bill we imported l,lG0,000 bushels of beans from 
Canada. How much was it last year? For the last three or 
four years we imported less than 150,000 bushels a. year. Will 
any man, then, contend that by lowering the duty on beans 
Canadian beans will not be brought into competition with 
American-grown beans-that great and magnificent crop grown 
in this country? 

England produces beans for export for almost the whole 
world, and slle bas a preferential rate of duty into Canada 
l>elow that which is given to us. I ask you, my friends, what 
will prevent Cnnnda from purchasing for home consumption 
English-grown beans and dumping into our market her whole 
bean crop? Oh, it is absolute nonsense, it seems to me, to say 
that a reduction of the duty on beans will not increase the 
importation of beans from Canada, and thus lower our prices. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield for 
n question? 

The CHAIRl\IA.N. Does the gentleman from l\Iichigan yield 
to the gentleman from New York? · 

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; I will. 
l\.Ir. HARRISON of New York. Does the gentleman know 

that the Massachusetts Cost of Living Commission found that 
beans brought a higher price in the markets of Canada than in 
the United States? 

Mr. FOilDNEY. No; I do not know it. 
l\.Ir. HARRISON of New York. It is a fact. 
Mr. FORDNEY. If so, how, then, can Canadians send to our 

markets 150,000 bushels a. year and pay a duty of 45 cents a. 
bushel? Explain that, if you will. [Applause on the Ilepul>-
lican side.] · 

The gentleman from North Carolina. [Mr. K!TCIIIN] spoko . 
about cotton. Somebody on this side of the House said to him, 
"If you will vote for free lumber, I will vote for tree sugar." 
He said, "Why, I will vote for both of them." Did you ever 
see anything that had the word "free" attached to it that 
he would not vote for? 

Let me call his attention to cotton. Although it is not in 
this bill, it is discussed in this Senate Document 862. Let 
me say to the gentleman from North Carolina that I know this 
much about the cotton industry in the South, that before there 
were any cotton mills in the Southern States raw cotton sold 
down there at 5 cents a pound. I was there and I know what 
I am talking about In 1892 and 1893 there were practically 
no cotton mills in the South, and the southern farmers, for a 
normal crop of 10,000,000 bales, recel>ed 5 cents per pound, or 
$300,000,000. What is the price to-day and what are the con
ditions down there? There are in the South to-day nearly 
11,000,000 spindles at work in the cotton mills, employing Ameri
can capital and American labor. In speaking of the New Eng
land States the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN] 
said they were going to transfer the cotton mills from New Eng
land to the South, or words to that effect. There are 15,000,000 
spindles at work in the cotton mills of New England, a total of 
26,000,000 spindles in the United States. The price of cotton 
to-day is high, largely, I contend, the result of competition be
tween American cotton mills and the foreign demand for cotton. 
Ten million bales, a. normal crop in the South to-day, instead 
of bringing $300,000,000 to southern farmers as it did when the 
price was 5 cents per pound, now bring to those farmers 
$900,000,000. [Applause.] 

There is a cotton mill in a little town in l\Iississippi that I 
am familiar with. I went through that mill and saw every part 
of it to familiarize myself with it. There are 20,000 spindles 
at work in that mill. Based on that number of spindles, there 
are more than 500 cotton mills in the South to-day working 
on raw cotton raised in this country, employing American labor, 
that was not employed in the South 20 years ago or 17 years 
ago. 

In the face of the fact that there are 26,000,000 spindles work
ing in the cotton mills of the United States to-day, we exported 
from this country directly to Europe and to Japan a large 
quantity of raw cotton and purchased back from those coun
tries last year $86,000,000 worth of cotton fabrics. Do you be
lieve it is a good plan for a farmer in Jones County, Miss., wbo 
raises cotton on a farm adjoining the city limits of a. town 
where there is a. cotton factory, to send his raw cotton abroad 
and employ Belgian labor that receives 18 cents a. day, and then 
purchase a pair of overalls when they come back to this coun
try, made by that cheaper labor in Belgium, instead of encour
aging the production of cotton or the building of another factory 
in this counh·y and keeping the money at home? Ob, my 
friends, if you will go down South and preach to the southern 
cotton growers what you preached here on Saturuay, and give 
them the facts and figures, you will make a Republican of every 
southern white man. 

The gentleman from North Carolina said he would vote for 
free sugar. Sugar is not in tbe bill, but it bears upon this 
subject. We have but one trade treaty upon our statute books 
to-day, and God forbid tlmt there ever be another like it. That 
is Cuban reciprocity. I have talked so much about that subject 
that I am called a crank on sugar, but let me call your atten
tion briefly to a few facts and figures. I was ..in Congress at 
the time that bill became a law. I protested against it and 
voted against it then. Thank heaven it never became a law by 
my vote. The balance of trade between this country and Cuba 
at that time was $8,000,000 a year in favor of Cuba. Last 
year it had grown to the enormous sum of $70,043,000. Let me 
tell the gentlemen on this side and on that side of the House 
what you did when you voted for Cuban reciprocity. You 
lowered tbe duty on sugar coming from Cuba 20 per cent below 
the rate paid on sugar coming from all other countries, which 
are all countries except our insular possessions. You reduced 
it 20 per cent. We have imported from Cuba during the life 
of that treaty 11,500,000 tons of sugar. This reduction of 
20 per cent below the Dingley rnte on that sugar sums up 
$77,510,000 the 1st day of January last lost to the United States 
Treasury. 

Ha.Ye the consumers of sugar in this country purchased their 
sugar for any less money than they did before? No; notwith
standing the fact that the world's supply of sugar before and 
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after the adoption of that treaty has been plenty, notwithstand
ing we have never had a famine on sugar or a short crop, ·so 
that the country's supplies would be advanced on that account, 
we have not bought sugar for a fraction of a cent less. 

This is a step in the same direction. Do not forget when 
you voted for a reduction of the duty on sugar coming from 
Cuba, and when you vote for the reduction of the duty on goods 
coming from any country in the world, instead of voting in the 
interest of the consumer~ of this country you are voting money 
into the pockets of foreigners or some one other than our 
consumers. 

Mr. KAHN. · l\fr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORDNEY. I will yield, yes. 
Mr. KAHN. I want to call the gentleman's attention to this 

fact, that under the reciprocity treaty with the Hawaiian Islands, 
which was entered into during the seventies, sugar was brought 
in free from those islands. The duty was removed entirely. 
The result was that the sugar was not reduced in price to the 
consumer a fraction of a cent, but a number of men who did the 
importing been.me multimillionaires as a consequence. 

l\fr. FORDNEY. I thank the gentleman for the suggestion. 
In this country we have produced from cane. and beets sugar as 
follows: Taking the same value for the total of all the crops 
mentioned from 1879 to date, about $4.70 per hundred pounds, we 
produced $8,535,000 worth. Ten years later, in 1889, we pro
duced $14,000,000 worth. In 1899 we produced $20,000,000 
worth. Just then the great beet-sugar industry took hold 
under protection guaranteed in the Republican platform adopted 
at the St. Louis convention in 1896, and the next four 
years, 1904, our crops had grown from $20,000,000 worth to 
$G3,000,000· worth, and in 19® to $76,655,000. It costs, in r:ound 
numbers, to produce sugar from beets $3.90 a hundred pounds. 
It costs more in the Northern States than in the arid-land dis
trict to produce a pound of sugar from beets. In Michigan it 
costs about 4 cents to produce a pound. I have figures that will 
show whnt, under free trade, if the gentleman from North 
Oarolina could have his way, the Suga:r Trust could produce 
refined sugar for per pound if made from foreign imported raw 
sugar. 

On the 13th of April, according. to Willett . & Gray's Trade 
Su~ar Journal, sugar in bond in New York is quoted at $1.91 
a hundred pounds. The duty on that imported sugar from duty 
paying countries, except Cuba, is $1.68!, and it costs 40 
cents per hundred pounds to refine this sugar, or a total cost 
of $3.£JD!, practically 4 cents per pound. But, my friends, our 
imported sugar from duty pajring countries comes principally 
from Ouba. We imported about 1,750,000 tons last· year, whl1e 
three-quarters of it carrie from Oubn. Deducting 20 per ccilt 
of this duty from the Dingley law, which rate we give to Ouba, 
and the Sugar Trust can produce a pound of refined sugar and 
put it on the market in the United States for $3.65 per hundred 
pounds, or about one-third of a cent below what it can be 
produced for in this country. Remove the duty on sugar 
altogether and the great American Sugar Re.fining Oo. and the 
Arbuckles and others in the refining business can import from 
foreign countries all the sugar we consume, reduce the price 
below what sugar can be produced for in this country, and 
refine enough to wipe out of existence their competitors, and 
up will go the price again a~ of old. 

And so when the gentleman from North Oarolina says that 
he will vote for free trade on sugur, I am safe in saying that 
the sugar-refining companies in this country would pay a 
million dollars a head for men of the same opinion, until sugar 
is put on the free list. I impute no dishonest motives to him 
or any other man at all. Do not so misunderstand me, but 
men whQ will Yote for free sugar are misguided. That is the 
point. It is well known that the Sugar Trusts of this country 
hnve been recently prosecuted for dishonest methods, and I say 
anything that will give them an advantage over the domestic 
jnclustry they would move heaven and earth to bring about. So 
I criticize my friend from North Oarolina for being a free 
trader on sugar. I am not. 

Now, I am going to close. I have detained the House alto
gether too long, much longer than I had intended, but I have 
tried in my plain way to express to you my judgment about 
the enactment of this law, tO show that if it is put upon our 
statute books it means the death knell to the farmers of _this 
country. 

Mr. LANGLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. FORD~"'EY. Yes. 
lUr. LANG-LEY. The gentleman stated awhile ago in answer 

to an inquiry of mine that he would touch upon the lumber 
question before he concluded. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I had forgotten. I will do 
that briefly. Let me say that in tnis treaty it is proposed to 
put rough lumber coming from Oanada upon the free list, and, 

again, the treaty reduces the duty on dressed lumber, accord
ing to the amount of work clone upon it, below the prices fixed 
in the Payne tariff law. If you will take last year's prices of 
the imports of lumber from Oanada, you will :find that the rates 
:fixed in this treaty are about 5 per cent ad valorem, while our 
lumber of the same grade going into Oanada, with the same 
amount of work put upon it, must pay 25 por cent ad valorem. 
Canadians do not change thejr rate on lumber at nll by the 
crossing of ~ " t" or the dotting of an " i." Gentlemen, I say, 
that it is absolutely uhfair to put the product of that great, 
magnificent industry, .the product of the mills, upon the free 
list unless you are going to help the consumer, and I ask you 
whether or not the reductions recently made inured to the bene
fit of the consumers? 

· I have · information in my possession from a gontleman in 
Pittsburg whom I know well, a lumber dealer, who recently 
went into Oanada and contracted for 10,000,000 feet of lumber, 
white pine, to be brought to this country, and before the parties 
in Canada would close their contract with him for this lumber 
they insisted upon and did write into that conh·act a provision 
that if this treaty becomes a law he shall pay $1.25 per tl'lou., 
sand feet more for his hunber. I can produce a copy of that 
contract if necessary. 

Mr. LANGLEY. I have heard it frequently contended that 
the kinds of lumber produced in Oanada and shipped into the 
United States, or that would be under free lumber with Oanada, 
will not compete with the grades of lumber produced in this 
country. 

l\fr. FORDNEY. There is not a grri.de of lumber made from 
any tree cut in the forests of Oanacla that does not come 
directly into competition with the same grade of lumber pro
duced in this country and in n'early every State in the Union 
where lumber is produced. 

Mr. LA.L~GLEY. Does the gentleman not think, then, that if 
this treaty goes into operation .it will necessarily depress the 
price of lumber in the United States? 

Mr. FORDNEY. It will do one of two things, as I have 
contended all along in my argument. It will either lower the 
price of the article to the consumer in this country or it will 
not. If it does lower the price to the consumer in this country; 
then it injures the industry and the twelve hundred thousand 
men employed in the sawmills of this country. If it does not 
lower the price to the consumer, no one will be benefited but the 
Oanadian. 

Mr. LANGLEY. Just one more question. Wns that not the 
effect upon the lumber industry in the United States under the 
free-lumber provision of the Wil~on bill? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Ohairman, whether that bill was re
sponsible for it or not 1. will not now attempt to argue, but it 
is my belief that it was. Prices were low, and the lumber 
industry ·was in bad shape. 4. great many concerns in the 
country went into bankruptcy or into the hands of a receiver. 
Labor employed in the camps received $16 per month and board, 
whereas labor now receives $40 and $45 per month and board. 
It was the same in every other industry in the country. 

Let me go a step further. In this bill it is proposed to put 
print paper and pulp on the free list. At the same time e\·ery 
Province in Oanada has placed an embargo upon her pnlp \vco<l. 
There are 824 paper mills in this country with $400,000,000 
capital invested. There are thousands of men employed in those 
paper and pulp mills. They produced last year nearly 
$300,000,000 worth of product. Many of those mills largely 
depend now for their supply of wood upon Oanada, yet in tllis 
treaty Oanada absolutely refuses to permit the changing of 
her laws in a single Province to let us have her raw material 
for our paper mills in this country, but at the snme time this 
bill proposes to put print paper on the free list. 

Take out that provision of the law which puts print vaver 
on the free list and there is not a Republican newspaper or 
magazine in the broad land that will not oppose it_ Every one 
of them would rise up ih arms against the treaty. I have been 
reliably informed that William R. Hearst, of New York, a 
prominent newspaper publisher, purchases 300 tons of rwper 
dally. If he believed that the removal of the dnty on print 
paper, which is about $4.90 per ton-say, for ensy figuring, $G 
per ton-if he believes that he can buy his print paper for 
just that much less money, the amount of the duty, which ·would 
be $1,uOO per day on his raw material, do you expect him, ~Ir. 
Hearst, to oppose Canadian reciprocity? No; Ile is no such 
philanthropist. Every newspaper in the land has a selfish in
terest. They are striking a blow at the agricnlturlst to get 
their print paper free and discriminating against one of tha 
most important industries in the land. · 

Gentlemen~ I thank you, and I have detainocl you already too 
long. [Loud applause.] · 
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Mr. DALZELL. l\fr. Chairman, how much time has the gen
tleman occupied? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman hns occupied 2 hours and 
2 minutes, making a total for that side of 3 hours and 27 min
utes occupied. 

1\ir. DALZELL. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [l\Ir. GARDNER]. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I rise for 
the 11Urpose of asking unanimous consent to print in the RECORD 
an act passed by the parliament of New Brunswick and ap
proved by the goyernor of that Province on Thursday last. 
It goes into effect on October 1 next. The title of this measure 
is as follows : 

An act respecting the manufacture of spruce and other pulp wood 
cut on Crown lands. 

Mr. Chairman, I nsk unanimous consent that I may print 
this act in tbe HECORD in connection with the few r emarks that 
I may make. 

The CHAIR~Lii~. The gentleman from l\fassachusetts asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RERORD. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. GARDNER of l\iussachusetts. The geutlem:rn from 

Florida forces me to read the act. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. All right; rend it. 
Mr. GARDNER of l\1as~achusetts. I shall first take the op

portunity of commenting npon it. 
As you all know, the New Brunswick forests nre principally 

owned. by that Province, and all rights to cut timber arc leased 
from time to time to private parties. By the terms of the _J ew 
act every license to cut spruce or other soft wood, trees or 
timber, except pine and poplar, " shnll contain and be subject 
to the condition that all such timber cut under the authority or 
permission of such ·license or permit shall be manufactured in 
Canada; that is to say, into merchantable pulp or paper or 
into sawn lumber, woodenware utensils, or other articles of 
commerce or merchandise as distinguished from the said spruce 
or other timber in its raw or unmanufactured state." 

In other words, at the very moment when our political neces
sity is forcing us to make one-sided concessions to Canada, at 
the very moment when we arc engaged in reducing our agri
cultural and other tariff schedules under the specious pretense 
of ·reciprocal agreement, that is the time chosen by a great 
Province of Canada for striking a blow at our manufacturers. 
After October 1 next we shnll no longer l>e able to import our 
wooden raw material from New Brunswick. What a comment 
this is on the doctrine that this reciprocity agreement will give 
us cheaper raw materials! Its first result is to forbid us raw 
materials altogether. 

No one knows better than I that these remarks are falling 
on deaf ears. No one knows better than I that New Brunswick 
lumber is not manufactured in the South, wl}ose relentless grip 
has been fastened on this branch of the Government. History, 
howeyer, has an unpleasant way of repeating itself. Already 
at least one great Province of the Dominion bas a<lopte<l. the 
Canadian policy which existed during the continuance of our 
reciprocity treaty of 1854. To thoee of you who hearu the 
debate in this House two months ago I need not recall the 
fact that by unfriendly legislation throughout the continuance 
of the Elgin treaty Canada contrived to render valueless the 
concessions which she made us. 

Now, I shall read the act: 
An act respecting the manufacture of spruce and other pulp wood cut on 

Crown lands. 
Re it enacted by the lieutenant go i:ernor and lcgislatii;e assem bly as 

follou;s: 
1. All sales of timber licenses by the surveyor general, which shall 

hereafter be made and which shall convey the right to cut and remove 
spruce or other soft wood trees, or timber, other than pine and pop
lar suitable for manufacturing pulp or paper, and all licenses 01· 
permits to cut such timbet· on the llmits and berths so sold, and all 
claims entered into, or other authority conferred by the said surveyor 
general, by virtue of which such timber may be cnt upon lands of the 
Crown, shall be so made, issued, or granted subj ect to the condition 
set forth In the first regulation of schedule A of this act, and it shall 
be sufficient if such condition be cited as " tbe manufacturing condition" 
in all such licenses, permits, agreement, or other writing. 

2. '£he resolutions set out in schedule A of this act are hereby ap
prove<l and confirmed and declared to be legal and valid to all intents 
and purposes, and the sale shall apply to all licenses or permits here
after issued, whether for the first time or in renewal of licenses or 
permits heretofore issued or granted. 

3. The lieutenant governor in council may make any further or addi
tional regulations necessary to enable the surveyor general to carry 
into effect the object and intent of the regulations contained in 
schedule A. 

4. No licensee of any timber license or permit shall hereafter sell, 
assign, or in any way transfer to any other person or company the 
interest of such licensee therein under such license until such licensee 
shall have paid to the Province the sum of $4 per mile. 

5. The first three sections of this act and the regulations thereby 
approved shall not come into force. until the 1st day of October, A. D. 
1911. 

SCHEDULE A. 

1. Every tlmber license or permit conferring authority to cut spruce 
or other soft wood trees, or timber, not lleing pine or poplar suitable 
for manufacturing pulp or paper, on the ungranted lands of the Crown 
shall contain and be subject to the condition that all such timber cut 
under the authority or permission of such license or permit shall be 
manufactured in Canada; that is to say, into merchantable pulp or 
paper, or into sawn lumber, woodenware utensils, or other articles of 
commerce or merchandise, as distinguished from the said spruce or 
other timber in its raw or unmanufactured state; and such condition 
shall be kept and observed by the holder or holders of any· such timber 
licenses or permit who shall cut or cause to be cut spruce or other soft 
wo~d trees, or timber, ·not IJeing pine or poplar, suitable for manufac
turmg pulp or paper under the authority thereof, and by any other 
person or persons who shall cut or cause to be cut any of such wood trees 
o_r timber, l!nder tpe authority thereof, and all such wood, trees or 
timber, cut mto logs or lengths or otherwise shall be manufactured in 
Canada as aforesaid. It is hereby declared that the cutting of spruce 
or other sof.t wood trees, or timber, not being pine or poplar suitable for 
manufacturrng pulp or paperh into cord wood or other lengths is not 
manufacturing same within t e meaning of this regulation. ' 

2. Should any holder of a timber licen se or permit, or any servant 
or .age?t of such hol_der, or any person actin~ for him or under bis 
nuthonty or permisswn, violate or refuse to keep and observe the 
condition named in the preceding regula tion then and in such case 
the license or permit to cut spruce or other' softwood trees or timbe~ 
not ucing pine or poplar on the limit or berth, territory lot or lots 
included in the license or permit, and on which or on any part of which 
there was a breach of such regulat ion, or a refusal to observe or keep 
the same, shall be suspended and held in abeyance and shall not be 
r ei!'lsneu, nor shall a new license or permit issue unless and until 
so directecl by the Lieutenant Governor in Council and then only upon 
~uch terms and conditions as the Lieutenant Governor in Council may 
impose. 

3. ~be surveyor general , his officers, servants, and agents may do 
all thmgs necessary to prevent a breach of the aforesaid condition 
a~d to secure compliance therewith and may fo r such purpose take, 
se ize, hold, nnd detain all logs, timber, or wood so cut as aforesaid, 
and which it is made to appear to the surveyor general it is not the 
intention of the licensee, owner or holder, or person in possession of, 
to manufacture or cause to be manufactured as aforesaid in Canada, 
or to dispose of to others who will have the shme so manufactured 
in Canada until security shall be given to His Majest-y satisfactory to 
the surveyor general that the said condition will be kept and observed 
and that such logs, timber, or wood will be manufactured in Canada 
as aforesaid; and in the event of the r efusal on the part of the 
licensee, owner, or holder, or person in possession of such logs, timl1er, 
or wood to give such security, within four weeks after notice of such 
seizure and demand of security by or on behalf of the surveyor general, 
then the surveyor general may sell or cause to be sold such logs, timber, 
or wood by public auction after dne advertisement to some person or 
persons who will give such security to His Uajesty as the sur>eyor 
general may require that such Jogs , timber, or wood shall be manu
factured in Canada. The procee<ls of such logs, timber, or wood shall, 
after such seizure and sale, and any sum due and owing to Bis 
Majesty for or in respect of any timlJer dues, ground r ent, or on ac
count of the purchase of a ny timber or timber berths by the owner, 
licensee, or holder of a permit; or other person who has cut or caused 
to be cut such logs, timber, or wood, or who is the owner or holder 
of the same, to be paid over to the person entitled to the same. 

4. Pro viclccl, nei:erthelcss, That nothing in tbe preceding regulations 
which requires spruce or other timber, not being pine, suitable for 
manufacturing pulp or paper, to be manufadured in Canada as afore
said shall apply to logs, timber, or wood cut and in use in Canada for 
fnel, building, or other purposes for which logs, timber, or wood, in the 
unmanufactured state are or may be used. 

5. After seizure the burden of proving that the timber is to bo 
manufactured in Canada shall be on the owners of such timher. 

G. Where the timber to be seized is mixed up with other timber, the 
whole of the timber may be attached and dealt with accordingly until 
satisfactorily separated. 

During the reading of the above tbe following colloquy 
occurred: 

l\Ir. CLARK of Florida. I can not understand the gentleman. 
We do not know what he is reading. I will make the point of 
order the gentleman must read so that we must understand it. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, is the potnt 
of order sustained? 

Tl.le CHAIRl\IAN. The point of order is overruled. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I am going to insist 

that this House do not degenerate into a circus, e•en if the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] is playing the chief 
rOle. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. It is the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CL.ARK] who has issued tickets for admission to 
that circus. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I insist that I have a 
right to hear what is going on. 

The CHAIRi\IAN. The Chair hns already ruled that there 
is no rule by which the Chair can compel a Member of the House 
to rend in any other manner than he himself sees fit. Therefore 
the Chair overrules the point of order. 

l\Ir. CLARK of Florida. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
1\Ir. CLARK of Florida. Does the Chair mean to hold that 

1\Iembers can get up on this floor and read a document or make 
a speech in some jargon that is absolutely unintelligible, under 
the rules of the House? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair means to hold what the Chair 
has already stated, that there is no rule by which the Chair 
can control the manner in which a gentleman reads a paper in 
his own time. 
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Mr. CLARK of Florida. Whether it is intelligible or not? 
Mr. GARDNER of ~Iassnchusetts. I do not suppose that the 

gentleman from Florida means to be annoying in objecting to 
printing this telegram in the RECORD, but I maintain it is an im
portant thing tba.t the House should have in its possession 
to-morrow n full statement of that act, passed by the New 
Brunswick Legislntm·e on Thursday. For that reason, inasmuch 
as I nm allowed only five minutes, I am reading rapidly, so as 

. to get tlle matter into the RECORD. 
The CIIA..IIll\IAN. The gentleman's time has expired. 
Ur. GARDNER of Massachusetts. l\lr. Chairman, as a matter 

of fnct, was not my time taken up in the discussion of the par
li:m1entnry inquiry? 

The CH.AIRMAN. The Chairman had that in mind, and per-
mittecl the gentleman to go beyond the strict five minutes. 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairmanr I yield five minutes more. 
After the reading : 
:i\Ir. GARD.i:nt:R ·of Mnssachusetts. I yield back the balance 

of my time. -
Mr. DALZELL. How much time has the. gentleman occupied? 
The CHAIRl\L\N. Ten minutes. 
~lr. DALZELL. Will the gentleman from Alabama [l\Ir. 

U:N'DEBwooo] now yield some time? 
~Ir. U.i:TDERWOOD. I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 

:t'rom New York [Mr. HAIIBISON]. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

.i Ir. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, two months 
ago the Canadian reciprocity agreement went through this 
House with an overwhelming majority, only to meet an un
timely end in the august body at the other end of this Capitol, 
done to den.th l>y the standpatters, and by them unwept, un
honored, and unsung. 

When I T"oted for this bill, as a member of the minority, I 
did so because I belieT"ed it was the most that we could hope 
to obtain from a Republican administration. But now that 
we are members of the majority, I shall vote for it because it 
is the first step in the Democratic plan of tariff reform. [.Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

I am glad of an opportunity to follow my friend from Michi
gan [Mr. FoRDNEY] . From sitting two years on the Ways and 
Means Con11nittce with him I hn.ve learned that whenever I 
nm on the opposite side of an economic question from the gen
tleman from Michigan I am bound to be in the right, so that 
when I follow him upon this floor, taking the opposite side of 
1.his question, I know that I am standing upon solid and sub
stantial ground. The gentleman from ~Iichigan is the highest 
protectionist of tbem all. He is the author of the now historic 
phrase that for him " the best tariff re>is:ion would be to make 
the Dingley rates the bottom and the blue vault of hca.-v-en the 
top." Now, after the Napoleon of the standpaiters, tlle gentle
man from Pennsylv:mia [Mr. DALZELL], shnll have flec.1 from 
the field with his broken. and cllsheartenec.1 cohorts, the gentle
man from .i\lichigun, playing the part of Cambronne, will stand 
there with the last remnants of the Old Gn:m.I. ready to die, 
but neT"er to surrender. 

He has favored us to-dny with a rehash of all the old protec
tion arguments to which we ha.Ye listened for now these 10 
years p!l.st-arguments which tlle country reprnlfated at the 1:1st 
congressional election. 

Chief nmong his arguments wns tlle threadbare, time-worn 
Republicnn claim ns to the effect of the Wilson tariff Jaw upon 
the articles protected by the present tariff. He says that the 
price of wheat went clown under the Wilson lnw all on account of 
the tariff protection being taken off, but llc neglects to state 
that in thorn days the price of cotton was down to 6 cents, and 
cotton had no tariff tax upon it. He neglects to state, what 
so often has been statcu from this side of the Cl1:un1.>er, nncl 
much better than I can formulate it, that the financial depression 
of those clay!'.l, in so far as it was due to any legislation whatever, 
was dne entirely to the conduct of nffa.irs by the prececling 
Republican ndministration. [.Applause on the Democratic sicle.] 
.And lle fans to call atlention to the oft-stntecl fact that the 
issue of bonds debited ngainst President Clevelancl was an in
heritance tb.nt fell to President Clernln.n<l from the preceding 
Repnl>licnn Secretary of the Treasnl'J, who left u bankrupt 
Treasnry an<1 had the plates already cngrnT"cd from which those 
bonds were to be vrinte<l and issued. 

Now, U.10 grmtlemnn from Michigan, in coming down to a 
<liscnEsion of the present tariff act in comparison with the 
Wilson tariff law, stntes the Wilson tariff law did not bring 
in tnough revenue to rnn the Government.. Tlle reason why 
that is so is been.use an integral part of the Wilson tariff law 
was the income-tax provision, pnssed at the same time, l>ut the 
income-tax lnw was then <leclared. unconstitutional. At the 
present mou;.ent the movement throughout the United States 

to enable ug to amend the Constitution so us to place an income
tax law upon the statute books is pressing to a triumphant con
clusion, and in my belief it will be the best mea.ns of accom
plishing a genuine ta.riff reform that this country bas ever 
seen. 

But the gentleman from Michigan went further and mrule the 
bold statement, by way of contrast, that the present t:irift 
In w, the Pn.yn~Aldrich Act, does produce enough reyenue to run 
the Government. If the gentleman would look over the most 
recent receipts at the Treasury, he would fin<l that tlle present 
tariff law is running some $12,000,000 behin<l wbat wn.R ex
pected, and that there would be a present deficit in the Tn~nEr
ury if it were not for the increase in receipts from internal
revenue taxation, amounting to about $1G,OOO,OOO in round 
figures. 

On Saturday afternoon we had the pleasure of listening to 
the maiden speech of the gentleman from l\laine [Ur. Hnrns], 
and I think that every Member of the House wishes him well in 
his new position in this House. But it struck me, in listening 
to the academic discussion of the history of farm protcctiou by 
the gentleman from Maine, that he hns served so long at the 
right hand of the Speaker that he has grown a little !.>it out of 
touch with the farmers of the United States. The gentleman 
from Maine rehearsed for our benefit the experiences of Ger
many and England, which he says we should follow. He re
cited for our benefit the tariff law of Germany, which lie mys 
protects the agricultural products of that nation, nn<l lle repre
sented to us the benefits that that ha<l brought to the German 
farmer. 

But the gentleman from Maine, in descctbing the dramatic 
manner in which Bismarck gave up his free-trnde positlou and 
gave himself over hand and foot to the- agrn.grhrn.s, fail ell to 
say that he did so, not at the clema.nd of tile f:trmers of Ger
many, but at the demand of the agragrianA, ns tl!ey ::ire cnll etl
thc great noblemen of Prussia, the great lauded proprietors who 
control all the farming lands of the Prussian kingdom, and 
who, while retaining all the profit that they cnn mn.ke ont of 
the ta.riff law or other restricti"rn measures for themseh'es, 
grind down their tenant farmers in sweat into the soil of that 
land. A.nd I will tell the gentleman from Maine that the re
strictions place.d upon Germany l>y the agrngrians arc the 
chief cause of the present economic <liscontent iu the German 
Empire. 

Now as to Engl:md. Tllo gentleman from Maine advanced 
an argument, recently prepared ancl presented by the tariff 
commission of England, in favor cf placing n. tax upon agri
cultural products_ Why, the gentleman from i.\.f:line is evidently 
not aware o-f the fact that prot8::tion is us den.cl ns a doornrtil in 
England to-clay, and hns never l>ecH more so through the whole 
llistory of the British Empire. . 

He seems to mnke use of the recommendations of the British 
tariff board in Yery much the same way that st::irn1pa.tters in this 
country hope to make use of the rccommendutious of our so
called Tnrfff Board. Our Tariff Iloard is devh·ed. to continue 
the reign of protection. Let me show you whnt I believe would 
be the effect of the applic!ltion by tlle Tariff Board of the 
principle announced in the last Repnblicun pln.tform of the 
propel'" methotl of establishing tariff rntes. This says tllat it 
sbonld l>e the difference in the cost of production here and 
n.bro:ul plus a rensonable profit for tlie ru:rnnfa cturer. Now. I 
will tell you exactly where thnt would le:i. c.1 yon. If you applied 
tllnt strictly, if you ascertained exactly the difference in the cost 
of vroduction here nn<l abroad, ancl then nd<led n rensonablc 
profit for tllc American manufacturer, wll.at yon woul<l bring 
about woul<l be an absolutely prohibitive protection; because if 
yon ha..-e eliminated the difference in cost of 1n-oduction here 
and ahrond you have <lestroycd the nbflity of :myhody ontsi<le 
of the United States to send anything in here, :tncl tllen you 
hn-rc driven the thing home by addin~ a rcnsouahlc profit for 
tile .A.mericnn mnnufncturer. 

Now, certn.inJy if tMs so-called Tu:·iff Bonrcl of onrs, whkh. is 
operntiug at enormous expense, with great cldn.y aml with 
complete secrecy, is to carry out the Oictates of thftt prindple, 
we ,..,.m not be able to collect any tariff re-venues whatever. be
cause ernrything manufactnred here ":ill lw not:ri~lled bC'lliml 
a vrohibitive protection in tile Unite<l States. 

Now, to retnrn juct n. moment to the argument of the geutle
man from Un.inc [:\ir. HrNns] . Coming down from general 
statements of policy be selected two indust1ie8 which he was 
particularly interested in seeing retained under wha.t he be
lieves to be nroper protection. One of them wns cheese n.ncl the 
other one was potatoes. Now, ns n matter of fact, in the yeur 
1910 we exportccl to Carmela over ~G,000 worth of cheese, and 
the snme year we only imported from C:mada $27,000 worti:ll of 
cheese. Now, why do you suvpose .Americans ~ent their cheese 
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to Canada? Because they got a better market there. That is 
why they sent it there. They did not send it there for fun, or 
to umuse themselves, but to make more profit, and the move
ment of cheese toward Canada was three times as big as the 
moYement of cheese from Canada toward the United Stutes. 

H ere is what hus been happening in cheese. In 1850 the 
cheese produced on fn.rms and ranges in the United States 
amounted to 105,000,000 pounds; in 1860, 103,000,000 pounds; 
in 1870, 53,000,000 pounds; in 1880, 27,000,000 pounds; in 1890, 
18,000,000 pounds; and in lDOO, lG,000,000 pounds. The fact is 
thn t so far as tlie farmer is concerned cheese making is going 
out of existCDce. 

Mr. MADDEN. Does that inc1ude the so·culled cheese fac
tories? 

l\fr. HARRISON of New York. No; I am just about to come 
to that. Tl.le production of cheese in the United Stutes is pass
ing out of the ha.nus of the farmers :mu into the hands of the 
factories. Iu 1905, wl.lich wns the last year for which we ha-ve 
the statistics, the cheese factories in the United States pro
ducecl 817,000,000 poun!ls, of wllich we exported 10,000,000 
pounds. Under that system will you tell me how the farmer of 
Mnine or Ke\Y Engln.nd is going to be injured by free trade in 
cheese with Canada? 

Mr. 1\iADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for one more ques
tion? 

The CHAIRMAN (.Mr. FINLEY). Does the gentleman from 
New York yielcl to the gentleman from Illinois? 

l\Ir. HAHRISON of ~cw York. Certainly, with pleasure. 
Mr. MADDEN. As a matter of fact, the factory gets tlle 

product from which the cheese is made from the farmer, does 
it not? 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Certainly. 
Mr. MADDEN. And Ole profit is divided between tlle farmer 

n.nd ihe factory in the cost of the manufacture? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. The farmer can not both eat 

his cake and ha-ve it, too. When he comes to complain about the 
difference in duties between cattle and meat, fuen the farmer 
says the meat is the product of the manufacturer nncl not the 
farmer's product. And so it is with cheese. As a matter of fact, 
free trade in cheese with Canada. is not going to hurt the New 
England farmer one cent. 

Mr. M.A.LBY. Will my colleague give way -for a question on 
that? 

Jllr. HARRISON of New York. Certainly. 
Mr. :!\!ALBY. Is the gentleman able to state to the House 

the difference of the market price in the United States, for in
stance, New York and Cannda, during the last few years? 

l\fr. HARRISON of New York. T will be glad to ha-ve the 
gentleman furnish the figures with which he is evidontly brim
ming. It is difficult to obtain compn.raUrn prices, l>ecnuse the 
two countries make different kinds of cheese. 

Mr. MA.LBY. I mean the great bulk of cheese, the usual 
American cheese. It is that to which I refer, and it is that 
to which the figures refer. Is it not a well-known fact that 
the difference in price between Canada and the United States 
is substantially the amount of the tariff? 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. If that were the case, the 
consumers would benefit very much in the United States by 
taking off the tariff, but I belie-ve the gentleman is mistaken. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. PETERS] has kindly 
handed me the report of the cost of living by the Massachu
setts commission, in which the prices of cheese are given, as 
between Detroit and Windsor, Boston and Montreal, Bangor 
and St. John. It is 18 cents in Detroit and 18 cents in Windsor. 

l\1r. 1\1.ALBY. Will the gentleman gi-ve way for another in
quiry? 
. Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will. 

Mr. l\IALBY. For what year is that? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Nineteen hundred and ten. 
l\1r. MALEY. Is that the price that the farmers held it for? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Tha.t is the price to the pro-

ducer. 
Mr. MALBY. That is a higher price than it is ever sold 

for--
Mr. HARRISON of New York. I beg the gentleman's par·

don; I see it is the price to the consumer. 
Mr. l\IALBY. Oh, well, I know nothing nbout that; I am 

tnlking about what the farmer gets. 
Mr. LENROOT. Will the gentleman from New York yield 

to me on this proposition? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Certainly, 
Mr. LENROOT. The gentleman has given the prices between 

Detroit and Windsor. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes; l: would haT"e quoted 

the other prices, but the gentleman from New York [Mr. AlALBY] 

said that he had no interest whatever in the prices to the con
sumer. 

Mr. LENROOT. I wish the gentleman would quote the prices 
of the Tariff Bonrd on cheese between Detroit and Windsor. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I would be glad to, but I 
hn.-ve not looked it up. The gentleman can put them in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. LENROOT. I wl11 read them. The wholesale price in 
Detroit was 15} cents and at Windsor 10 cents. At Detroit the 
price was 17!, but at Windsor it was 12i .. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. That illustrates the diffi
culty in depending on these statistics, been.use any mun going 
from Toronto to Quebec and from Chicago to Bangor to ascer
tain the price of farm products will find about 25 or 30 different 
prices of the same commodity at the same time on either side 
of tlle line. The Massachusetts cost-of-living statistics directly 
controvert statistics produced by the Tariff Board. 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota.. Will the gentleman yield 
for a suggestion? 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes. 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The gentleman has been re

ferring to the retail prices, and these statistics refer to the 
wholesale farmers' prices. They make no contradiction, one of 
the other. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Now, to resume the argument 
which I was making against the statement of the gentleman 
from 1\faine. 

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. Before the gentleman leaT"es 
this matter, I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Very well. 
Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. The gentleman stated that 

the manufacture of cheese bas passed from the farmer to the 
factory; that the farmer was no longer interested in the effect 
of this tren ty. 

l\fr. HARRISON of New York. Oh, no; the gentleman from 
New Jersey is mistaken; I did not make any such broad state
ment as that. 

1\fr. GARDNER of New Jersey. Since the farmer has found 
it more profitable to sell the material from wllich the cheese 
is made to the factory than to make it himself, is he any the less 
affected by free trade in cheese than if he used his own mate
rials to make the cheese? 

Mr. HARRISON of New -York. I will say to the gentleman, 
I did not attempt to make the distinction between the time 
when he made it himself and between the time when the fuc· 
tories made it, but I sn.id the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Iln.J)S] 
in making Ws plea for the cheese farmer probably forgot the 
industry was now in the hands of the manufacturer of cheese, 
who makes it in factories. 

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. How does that affect tho 
;farmer less than when he made it himself, since he supplies the 
factory with tho raw mate~ial? If free trade "in cheese de
stroys the business of that factory, tben ·what is the farmer 
to do with his raw m:1teriul? And if the answer be to make 
clleese with it, the question is, where will he sell it? 

i\fr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I agree neither 
willi the gentleman's premise nor with his conclusien, and .if he 
had listened to my figures he would not haYe made that argu
ment, because I stated a few moments ago that the cheese 
factories of the United States were making 317,000,000 pounds 
of cheese and exporting 10,000,000 pounds of cheese. 

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. True, but the simple point I 
wanted to make--

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Oh, Ur. Chairman, I regret 
to seem discourteous, but I think I have yielded long enough on 
this subject. 

Mr. GA.RDNER of New Jersey. I do not want to take the 
gentleman's time--

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I beg the gentleman will now 
allow me to proceed. 

JUr. MALEY. Will the gentleman gh-e way for one question? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. .l\fr. Chairman, I decline to 

yield fnrtller on this point. Now, ns to tile question of pota
toes, nbout which the gentleman from Maine [Ur. HrNna] 
seemed so much concerned, he evidently had not in-vestigated 
the figures or he would have disco'Vered that iII 1910 we im
ported from Canada $3G,OOO worth of potatoes, and in the 
same year we exported to Canada $213,000 worth of potatoes. 
Now, if we hnve a surplus of potatoes from this country to 
export into Canada, how are the potato growers of the United 
States to be injured by free trade between Canada and the 
United States in potatoes? The fact of this thing, in my judg
ment, is that the farmer is being made tile cat's-paw in this 
matter. Gentlemen on either side of the Canadian border line 
are making use of the farmer to pull their chestnuts out of 
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their fire. The farmer is not going to be injured. The Ameri
can farmer is not going to be injured when there are 12 Ameri
can farmers to 1 Canadian farmer. The American farmer is 
not going to be injured when the productions of our princi
pal crops are in such overwhelming proportions in favor of 
the American. 

Crop production in 1909. 
WIIEAT. 

United States-----------------------------bushels__ OCH, 602, 000 
Canada--------------~------------------do____ 166,744,000 

OATS. United States _____________________________ bushels __ 1, 007, 353, 000 
Canada ____________________________________ do--~- 353,466,000 

BARLEY. United Sfates _____________________________ bushels-- 170, 284, 000 
Canada----------~-------------------------dO---- 55,308,000 

United States __________________ ~,::1: _______ bushels__ 32, 239, 000 
Canada_~------------------------------do____ 1,715,000 

United States -----------------~~~----------tons__ 64, 038, 000 Canada ____________________________________ do____ 11,877,100 

CORN. 
United States ______ _._ _ _. _______ . ___________ bushcls __ 3, 125, 713, 000 
Canada---------~--------------------------dO---- 18,726,000 

. POTATOES. 
United States _____________________________ bushels__ 37G, 5!37, 000 
Canada _________________________________ do____ 90,087,200 

BUCKWIIEA.T. 
united States-----------------------------bushels __ 
Canada---------------------~------------do ___ _ 

Orops exported in 1910. 
Wheat'-----------------------------------bushels--Oats _____________________________________ do ___ _ 

BarleY-------------------------------------do ___ _ Rye _______________________________________ do ___ _ 

B:ay ---------------------------------------tons--

17,438,000 
7,806,000 

4G, cm, srn 
1,685,474 
3,0G2,527 

210,756 
55,007 

Corn (of which 6,000,000 bushels went to Canada), 
bushels---------------------------------------- 44,072,200 

Potatoes --------------------------------bushels__ 1, 001, 476 Buckwheat _________________________________ do____ 158, 160 

Mr. l\IARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes. . 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. In saying that the Americnn 

farmer will not be injured by this proposed agreement, if it 
becomes operative, does the gentleman mean to say that he will 
not be injured because he will receive as much for his products 
as he now does? 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I firmly believe he will re
ceive fully as much for all his products. 

Mr .. MARTIN of South Dakota. Then the gentleman I take 
it, does not subscribe to the doctrine that the passage' of this 
bill will red\Ice the cost of living. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will answer the gentleman 
in two ways. First, by stating what I stated before, that he who 
deludes himself into the belief that this is going to produce an 
immediate reduction in the cost of food is very much mistaken. 
I do not see ht>w any gentleman can successfully maintain that 
proposition on this floor. 

Mr. l\IARTIN of South Dakota. Then the gentleman does not 
subscribe to that idea, but rather to the other, that this will 
not reduce the cost of living. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Et"entually it will, but now it 
can not. 

Mr. l\IARTIN of South Dakota. Eventually, when it does, will 
it also lower the cost of the farmer's product? · 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. It will not, as I stated and 
as I will state again, for in my judgment the effect of increhsing 
the sources of food supply will be to prevent the corner of any 
product on any produce exchange in any city of the United 
States, and will prevent tlle middle man from raising the prices 
to the consumer. 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. This bill does not reduce 
the price to any considerable extent upon what the middle man 
has, the completed product, dressed beef and flour. 

Mr. HARIUSON of New York. Oh, yes, it does. The gentle
man is mistaken. Ile evidently has not examined the bill. If 
he will permit me, I will come to that in a few moments. 

Mr. Chairman, I would not read these figures, excepting for 
the fear I have t_hat the gentleman from Florida [Mr. CLARK] 
may be present in the room. I would like to print them in the 
RECORD. I ask unanimous consent to print these and other 
tables in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unani
mous consent to print certain tables in the RECORD. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, in order thor

oughly to understand the extraordinary campaign which has 
been waged against the reciprocity agreement on both sides of 
the border line it is necessary to look no further than the 

thirty-fifth page of the Canadian reciprocity agreement as 
printed for the use of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Read down at the bottom of page 35 and it will appear that 
the present rate is $1.25 per thousand feet on lumber, which 
duty is to be removed and that article is to be made free. Tho 
whole source of the agitation on the American side of the line 
comes right from the United States Lumber Trust. It has been 
urging the farmer into the belief that this reciprocity is going 
to hurt the farmer, whereas the sole interest that the lumber
man has is not for the farmer of the United States, but for him
self. A few years ago I was down at Jacksonville, Fla. I was 
driving along that magnificent drive there, the water front, and 
I asked the old negro driver who it was who owned a fine house 
we were passing. "Why," he said, "that is Mr. Jones's house, 
the lumber king." We drove about another hundred yards 
and there was another magnificent dwelling on the St. Johns 
River. I said," Who owns that house?" "Why," he said," that 
is l\1r. Smith's, the great lumber king." And then we went a lit
tle farther and there was a palace of another lumber king, and 
you could take all over the United States wherever there is any 
timber and you will find out that that is the case in each one 
of those cities. Now, these gentlemen are important, they are 
powerful, they are rich, and they have come into the arena to 
do battle with this measure of tariff reform. If they can, they 
will do it to the death, but so far as the Members of this House 
are concerned, the Democratic Party is ready to do battle with 
the Lumber Trust for the rights of the American people. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

On the Canadian side of the line the opposition has been just 
as bitter as it has been on ours, and on their side of the line 
it proceeds from exactly the same kind of people, the highly 
protected interests. Now, I have here a few copies from some 
of the Canadian newspapers showing the frame of mind of the 
Canadian, whom the farmer of the United States supposes to 
be chortling in his glee at the prospect of the magnificent ad
vantage that Canada is to derive over the Yankee from this 
agreement. One man says that "reciprocity is going to split 
Canada in two." Another speaker says that it is "the worst 
possible distortion of democracy." Another member of Parlia
ment announces that this is an "outrageous thing." A Cana
dian newspaper says that Canada is about to " turn aside from 
her high destiny and become the lumber camp and dumping 
ground of the proud and prosperous American Republic." An
other Canadian newspaper has an editorial which says, " Reci
procity scotched, but not killed. The snake is scotched, but not 
killed. Congress has expired without passing the reciprocity 
resolutions, but an extraordinary session has been called for 
April 4." Now, here is what one of the leading members of 
Parliament said in the House of Commons there. He said, 
"Everybody is really laughing at the Canadian commissioners, 
they being such fools as to go over to the United States and 
bring back what is in reality a pinchbeck, an imitation treaty," 
and here he says in the presence of the prime minister : 

Let me tell the minister exactly all about nll that. If you look 
through this treaty you will find that a long, lean, dark--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield the gentleman 30 minutes addi

tional. 
l\Ir. HARRISON of New York (reading)-
A long, lean, dark, hairy hand has manipulated every part of it. 

wonder whose it is? 

Mr. MALBY. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague give way for 
an inquiry? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yielcl? 
l\fr. HARRISON of New York. With pleasure. 
1\Ir. MALB~: I notice the gentleman is reading a great many 

extrrrcts from Canadian papers against the so-cnlled treaty. 
Assuming he has concluded his rending, I wanted to inquire 
whether he had found any of them who are in favor of it? 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Why, I have not any here 
handy to quote, but I will assure the gentleman that the Cana
dian protectionist on his side of the line is much more terrified 
at the prospect of reciprocity even than the American farmer 
on his side of the line. 

I have here a letter which was written by my colleague on 
the committee, the gentleman from Missouri [l\1r. SHACKLE
FORD], in which he addresses his constituents with some very 
edifying information about the balance of trade in agricultural 
commodities between the United States and Canada, and in the 
absence of the gentleman from Florida [Mr. CLARK], I am go
ing to announce that I shall also print this in the RECORD. 
Briefly, he says that of horses during the last five fiscal years 
we sold to Canada $14,000,000 worth and Canada sold to us 
$2,500,000 worth, being a balance in our fa var of $11,600,000 
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worth. Of cattle, we sold to Canada $1,500,000 worth and 
Canada sold to us $1,100,000 worth. 

'£ho balance in our favor is $384,000. Of meat and dairy 
products, we sold in Cana.du $17,000,000 worth and Canada sold 
to us $904,000 worth, being a di..fference in our f!l vor of 
$16,000,000. Of breaustuffs, we sold to Canada. $31,500,000 
worth and Canada sold to us $6,600,000 worth, being a difference 
in our favor of $24,916,000: 

Now, from these figures the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHACKLEFORD J argues to his constituents: 

or these items, which are largely produced in Missouri, we sold to 
Canacla $53,030,755 more than Canada sold to us. Upon these articles 
we llad to pay the Canadian tariff. nut for this Canadian tariff our 
bnln.nce on these items would have been still larger. Heclprocity would 
relic~e us from that hindrance to our trade. Ilow, then, could reci
procity hurt the l\Ilssourl farmer? 

Again, here is another newspaper statement of a Canaclian 
reason for opposing reciprocity, and it sounds exactly like the 
same argument on behalf of the same kind of people on our side 
of the line. This is Sir lidmund Walker, of Toronto, presi<lent 
of the Canadian Bank of Commerce. Ile said: 

I am opposed to this proposition, because Canada. hn.s nothing to gain 
by it an<l everything to lose. We are the largest purchasers of goods 
from the United States, and we sell comparatively little. What can 
we gain by free trading with this country when wo ll:i.ve little of our 
raw products to sell? Canadn consumes 80 per cent of her food prod
ucts, and this llome consumption is ~rowin~ nt n rapid rate. A few 
years n;::-o we sold to Great Britain $25 ,000,000 worth of cheese and 
$7,000,000 worth of butter nnnually. To-day our cheese exports to Great 
Britain have fall<.>n off to $17,000,000 and we export no butter. Canada 
is building up an independent nation, and we hn:rn ::i. struggle before us. 
\V'e <lo not want to create a market for our a;:;ricultural producta in 
their raw state, for we have all the customers we need at our own 
doors, who pay the farmers prices as high as those of the United States. 

Now, I will Ycry cheed:ully corroborate his stntement about 
the prices by reading here a. table of prices of st:mdard cattle, 
both in Toronto and Chicago, from lnOl to UllO : 

Tabla of prices, 1JJ01 to 1910. 

May 4, 1001. .. _ ....... __ ,_ ... _. _____ ,,_ ... - .• ·-··--· .. ····· 
May 14, 1902-·-·-·-·-··--··- .... ···--·-·----·- .. ·--··-···-· 
May 13, 1003-··-·- .. ··--···--· .. ···-·-·- .. ·· 00

-··--····-··· 

May 12, 1904-. _ - . - - - . - .. - - - ...... - - - ............ - . - . - . - - •. -
May 0, 1905- .. - -- - - .... -- • -- -·. - .. - • - . - . - • - ..... -- - --- ..... 

ti:~ i~: i~8~::::::: ::: :::: ::: : :: : : :: : : :::::: :: ::::::::::: :: 
~:~ ~~: i88L:: :: :::: :: :::: ::::::: ::: :: : :: : : : :: :: :: ::::::: 
May 13, 1010-·-··-·---··-··· .. ···· .. -·-·-····---·---·-·--·-

I Toronto. 

$4.25 
5.25 
4.00 
5.20 
5. 70 
5.10 
5.12~ 
5.50 
5. 75 
7.00 

Chicago. 

$3.95 
5.00 
4..06 
4.90 
5.50 
4.00 
4.00 
5.00 
5.10 
6.25 

And also a table of prices of yarious commodities in Toronto 
and New York, January 2 of this year, as fOllows: 

~;~·~~: r.~:--.-.-. ~: :: :::: :: : : :: ::::: :::::::: :: : ::::::::::: 
Dressed hogs. _ . --_ ... -.... - --.... - . -. ---..... -.. -.... --.. . 
No. 1 dairy butter, per pound. -- -.. ·-·--·- .......... -- .. .. 
Eggs, new laid, per dozen. _____ ........... -- .. -- .. -- .. -- .. 
Ducks, per pound_ ................. -.......... --.. --.. -. - . 
Chickens, per pound--······· .. ····-·-- .. ···--·--·---·-·-· 

l!~~~~+~~~+~+~+rn++· 

Toronto. New York. 

$24.00 
18.00 
10.00 

. 30 

. 50 
;17 
;16 
.22 
.14 

4.50 
1.00 
.90 

S24.00 
10.00 
11. 72~ 

. 22 
35 

.10 

.12~ 
181

• 
.14-

3.50 
. 75 
• 73 

In view of that statement it is hardly surpr1smg that on 
March 18 the resolution introduced by Premier Whitney in the 
Ontario Legislature protesting against the ratification of the 
agreement for reciprocity with the United States was carried 
last evening by a vote of 75 to 17. 

Again, the Toronto .Mail and Empire of February 15, 1911, 
says: 

The markets of Britnin nnd Germany swallow up United States farm 
produce, and as for the Dominion, it is n pretty good customer for 
Uncle Snm, even though duties are collectible upon what be has to sell. 
Last yenr-that is to say, the year ending on 1\Iarch Bl, 1910-we 
bought from the United States of agricultural products the following: 

Animals---------------------------------------------- $081,000 
Grains--------------------------------------------- ~GS,000 
llay ---------------------------------------------- 141,000 Potatoes-------------------------------------------- 179,000 
Tomatoes-------------------------------------------- 165,000 
Other vegetables ------------------------------------- 48u, 000 
Fruit----------------------------------------------- l,120,000 
Butter --------------------------------------------- lG, 000 
Cheese----------------------------------------------- 45,000 
Eggs--------------------------------------------- 177,000 
Honey --------------------------------------------- 20, 000 Clover seed and tlmothY------------------------------- 748,000 
Fruit and other seeds---------------------------------- 250, 000 
Fresll meats------------------------------------------ 100,000 

Bacon and hams------------------------------------- $816,000 
Beef, salted -------------------------------------- 75, 000 
Pork, barreled in brine--------------------------------- 030, 000 

H~~~~: ~~1i~~d0:_~~~~::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~8: ggg Canned meats _______________ _:______________________ "4G, 000 
La.rd----------------------------------------------- 1,847,000 

· ~\~1~~0:~1i~~~~1~~=::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::=_::::: 1H: 888 
Prepared cereal foods---------------------------------- 240,000 

If the United States is the parndlse for farmers, how does it happen 
that a.II these products from the United States come to us despite the 
adverse duties? While the reciprocity scheme is represented to be a 
great concession by the United States Government to the Cnnadin.n 
farmers, for whom that Government has suddenly <lcvelopecl an affec
tion. the truth ls that it is really a plan for the improvement of the 
condition of the United States farmers, and for the thwarting of the 
British preference for Canada which the Unionists in Britain ru·e advo
cntin;. The United States farmer will get under reciprocity o. larger 
shnre of the Cann.dian fruit market, the Canadian meat market, and 
the Canadian market for early ve.i;ictablcs. He will nlso be assured of 
the continuation of free trade in llrltain for his surplus. But the Ca
nadian farmer can not derive a corresponding- a<lvnntagc from the 
bar~ain. Everything we can produce is also produced in the States, and 
in quantities that are far in excess of the consumption. 

l\Ir. KE1'1DALL rose. 
The OHAIRl\IAN. Will the gentleman from New York yield 

to the gentleman from Iowa? 
l\fr. HARRISON of New York. Yes, sir. 
l\Ir. KE1'1DALL. Is it the tendency of the gentleman's argu

ment to establish that agricultural products arc really cheaper 
in America than they are in Canada? 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. In many cases they are. 
There is no general rule which can be observecl. 

The gentleman from l\Iichigan [Mr. FoRD!iEY] submitted 
some figures upon the price of hay in the United States and the 
vrice of hay in C:mnda, and he evidently had not examined the 
rCIJOrt of the Tariff Iloa1·d on this subject, because instead of 
being able to tell me that my figures on hny were isolated 
examples, he would find that all along the line and in almost 
every instance hay is more expensive in the Canadian market 
than it is in the markets of the United States. If he will go 
further nnd examine this report, and the report of the Massa
chusetts commission to investigate the cost of living, he will 
fin<l that beans, peas, beets, and onions, as well as other Yege
tnblcs, are uniformly or almost uniformly, higher in the Cana
dian markets than they are in the markets of the United States. 
I will submit to the Committee, and print in the REcoRD, the 
prices of eggs, which along the Canadian border line are more 
expensive in Canada than they are in the United States, caus
ing n. natural export from our country to Canada of 750,000 
dozen last year, while we imported from Canada only 39,000 
dozen: 

'\Vholesalo prices January, 1011, in Bu1l'alo, 3G cents a dozen; 
Toronto, 40 cents a dozen; retail prices, Buffalo, 80 cents a dozen; 
'.foronto, 50 cents a dozen. , In Bangor, Eastport, and Calais, Me., 
wholesale pr lees, 26-30 cents n. dozen; in St. Stephens, New Brunswick, 
~i3 cents. In Manchester, N. H., wholesale, 27 cents; retail, 30 cents. 
In Sllerbrooke, Quebec, wholesale, 35 cents ; retail, 85 cents. In 
Ogdensburg, N. Y., wholesale, 30 cents; retail1 35 cents. In Prescott, 
Cnnada, wholesale, 3~ cents; retuil, 3G cents. In Burlington., Vt., 
wholesale, 27 cents; retail, 30 cents. In Montreal, wholesale, 35 cents; 
retail, 40 cents. 

Now, there is one great exception to my belief that the cost 
of food products will not be immediately lowered by the pas
sage of this act, and I refer to the question of fish. 

Undoubtedly the admission of fish free from Canada will be 
a great boon to the eastern cities along the Atlantic seaboard. 
At the present time we import $13,800,000 worth of fish alto
gether, of which 35 per cent comes from Canada. Now Canada 
exported $16,000,000 worth of fish last year, and I hope and be
lieve a considerable i1roportion of the Canadian export of fish 
will henceforth come to the people of the cities on the Atlantic 
seaboard, where the high prices of meat have made it all the 
more desirable for the people of those cities to have cheaper 
fish. 

The United States Bureau of Fisheries has estimated that 
Canada can supply us, if given a chance, with twice as great 
a supply of cod, haddock, and hake as she does now, and with 
an immensely increased supply of halibut, mnckerel, salmon, 
and smelts. According to their estimates, Canada could supply 
us with 20,000,000 pounds fresh cod, 10,000,000 to 15,000,000 
pounds fresh haddock, 5,000,000 pounds fresh hake, and 
12,000,000 pounds of fresh halibut. 

l\1r. LA FOLLETTE. Will the gentlem·an yield? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I would like to know where the gentle

man gets his figures on the fish products. 
l\Ir. HARRISON of. New York. Those were the figures given 

out by the United States Bureau of Fisheries about three 
weeks ago. 
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I simply wish to say that in ·this book, 
which is put out for our credence on reciprocity, it is shown 
that Canada shipped into the United States, all told, fish to 
the value of $73,000,000, as against less than $4,000,000 worth 
shipped into Canada by the United States. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. The gentleman is talking 
about salted fish. I was not talking about salted fish. I was 
talking about fresh fish entirely. 

Ur. LA. FOLLETTE. I was talking about all kinds of fish. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Now, to take up one other 

point in this argument; the farmers of the United States have 
been made to belieYe that while their products haye gone on 
the free list the products of manufacturers have been left at the 
former high rates. In other words, the farmers have been 
made to believe that they are not getting a square deal, and in 
that belief they are encouraged to assert that the negotiators 
of this treaty haYe betrayed.the farmer for the sake of getting 
free food from Canada; that they put his products on the free 
list and keep high taxes upon manufactured articles. Now, the 
most brief and cursory examination of the provisions of thi8 
agreement will show that manufactured articles have been im
mensely reduced in duties, not all along the line, but in many 
articles in which the farmer himself is interested. I will print 
these in the REcono instead of detaining the committee at this 
time by reading them : · 

RECIPROCITY CO!'<TAl!'<S REDUCTIONS O'N l\IA...'WF.A.CTURED GOODS . 
l\.Iany agricultural implements, 45 per cent to 20 per cent: Hay load

ers, potato diggers, fodder or feed cutters, grain crusbers, fanning mills, 
hay tedders, farm or field rollers, manure spreaders, windmills, par ts for 
repa ir. 

Portable engines and traction engines, 30 per cent to 20 per cent. 
Pocketknives, scissors, shears, and cutlery, 4.0--GO per cent to 27!; per 

cent. 
Clocks, watches, etc., 40 per cent to 2H per cent. 
Farm wagons, 35 per cent to 221; per cent. 
Also, fiour from 25 per cent to 50 cents per barrel. Canned vege

tables, 40 per cent to H cents a pound. Oat meal, 1 cent per ponnd to 
50 cents per 100 pounds. Prepared cereal foods, 20 per -<:ent to 17 ~ 
per cent. Mutton, lamb, and fresh men.ts, 12 cents per pound to 11 
cents per pound. Bacon and hams, 4 cents per pound to 11 cents per 
pound. 

Also, carbon electrodes, 30 per cent to free. Bra ss in bars and rods, 
4.5 per cent to free. Crea m sepa rators, 45 pct· cent to free. Tinplates, 
1.2 cents per pound to free. Crucible cas t-st eel wire, 35 per cent to 
free. Galvanized iron and s teel wire, 1.2 cents per pound to free. Type
casting and typesetting machines, 30 per cent to free. BarbP.d fencing 
wire, i cent per pound to free. Rolled round wire rods, O.G cent per 
pound to free. 

But it is a fair question to ask why there were not more 
manufactured articles either reduced in duty or put on the free 
list. The farmer thinks that the people who negotiated this 
treaty did it because they meant to make a drive at him, and as 
one of those who is in fa>or of the treaty, I feel some concern 
that he should entertain such a supposition. I will therefore 
read, for the benefit of the committee, a brief explanation made 
by the Canadian premier, Sir Wilfred Laurier, as to exactly 
why the treaty was drawn up in the shape it is now in. Speak
ing in the Canadian House of Commons on March 7, 1911, lie 
said: 

This agreement is con cerned chiefly with natural products. There 
are no manufactured products dealt with in it, except agricultural im
plements. In negotiating this ai;reement we have adbcred strictly to 
the terms of the resolution wbicn was adopted a t the Liberal conven
tion of 1803, in which the Liberal P a rty declared for a trea ty of reci
procity in natural products and a ca t·c fully conRidercd lis t of mnnnfac
tured products. Why did we put this restriction in our resolution? 
Why did we state in so many words that the reciprocity which we would 
negotiate, if it ever became our lot to do so, would be general for 
natural products, and would be confined to a carefully prepared lis t of 
manufactured products ? Because, sir, there is a vas t difference be
tween r eciprocity in :iatura l pr oducts and reciprocity in manufactured 
goods. This is the r eason we have acted with this prudence. I do 
not know who was present at the conference whlch took place between 
our two fri ends besides me and hlr. Knox ; but it is not a grea t effort 
of imagination to suppose thnt the Americans were far more concerned 
about obtaining reciprocity in ma nufa ctured products than in natural 
products; but our negotiators would not consen t to any reciprocitv in 
manufactured products, but insisted on limiting tbc agreement siillply 
to such manufactured products as agricultural implements. 

So that gentlemen can plainly see, from the statement of the 
Canadian premier himself, that the Americans were not trying 
to keep all manufactured products on tile dutiable list; that it 
was the Canadians themselves who were doing that; that they 
were unwilling to have our manufactured products come into 
Canada at greatly reduced rates. 

Now. so far as Democrats are able to correct this inequality, 
we propose to do so by a bill which will come treading fast 
upon the heels of this one, for the moment that the reciprocity 
agreement has passed the House the Democrats will offer the 
House a bill placing upon the free list a great many manufac
tured products which the plain people and the farmer folks of 
the United States have to purchase. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] 

But the farmers should understand that the treaty drawn in 
the form in which it is, which is substantially the form of the 
Democratic reciprocity treaty of 1854, was not drawn with any 
dark or cunning design on the part of privileged interests in 
this country pulling the strings behind the scenes, but was the 
result of the refusal of the Canadians themselves to let more of 
our manufactured products come into their country. 

But, as the gentleman from North Carolina well said the other 
day, H is impo1'sible to measure the benefits of this treaty by 
any :figures of dollars and cents. There is a bigger question 
here than any question as to whether a peck of onions costs 
more in Canada or in the United States. It is a question of 
principle that goes to the very roots of our economic policy. 
It is a principle which, I am glad to say, the Democratic Party 
is standing almost solidly behind. I believe it is the entrance 
to a new era of economic prosperity. The gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. FoRDNEY], in boasting about the effects of his 
protective system, entirely overlooked the panic of 1907-1009. 
He had a singularly agile memory when he transported us 
back to the days of 1894-lSDG and entirely neglected to call our 
attention to the RooseYelt panic, under high protection, which 
struck hardest of all in the highly protected district of Pitts
burg, where most men were thrown out of employment. Over
looking that panic, the gentleman from Michigan believes that 
the protective system has built up the prosperity of the United. 
States. Gentlemen on this side of the Chnmber believe that our 
prosperity has gone forward by leaps and bounds in spite of 
that prohibitive protection, and they believe that this reciprocity 
agreement will produce the greatest prosperity that this country 
has ever known. [.Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Ur. 1\lcMORR.AN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will ask the gentleman not 

to interrupt me. I am about to conclude. I believe our eco
nomic prosperity will advance by the greatest strides this 
country has eyer seen as soon as thls treaty with Canada goes 
into effect, and that it will lead inevitably and with unerring 
aim to absolute free trade between the Dominion of Canada ancl 
the United States. [Applause on tlle Democratic side.] 

Mr. Chairman, the immediate effect upon our business affairs 
of striking down these unnatural barriers between our sister 
country and ourselves will be magical. By the treaty of 1854 
half of the Canadian carrying trade was immediately trans
ferred, the very next year, into the bands of the United States, 
and as soon as this treaty goes into effect every line of industry 
and every occupation in the United States will at once reap the 
benefit of a sound, healthy, and sane economic administration of 
affairs between ourselves and the Dominion of Canada. [.Ap· 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

I yield back the balance of my time and ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIIEELEY) . Is there objection? 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. l\Ir. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, how much time did the gen

tleman from New York consume? 
The CHAIRl\1.A..N. The gentleman from New York consumed 

47 minutes. 
Mr. U:r..'DERWOOD. l\fr. Chairmnn, I now yield 30 minutes 

to the gentleman from Ma ssachusetts [Mr. PETERS]. 
Mr. PETEH.S. Mr. Chairman, I spoke on the subject of 

Canadian reciprocity last February and I now wish to urge 
again its consideration. 

This is the identical measure which at the last session of 
Congress pas~e<l this House by an overwllelrning mujorlty. 
The opposition in the Senate prevented its consideration in that 
body and now the House is preparing to a~ain pass the measure, 
and by their action and the renewed urgency of our President 
force the consideration of the reciprocity bill on the Senate. 

8ince the days of the Revolution the subject of closer com
mercial relations with Canada, a country situated on ot:r same 
continent and populated by people of· similar tastes and stand
ards, has ever been before our people, but at no time has the 
popular demand for an extension of our trade relations with 
our neighbor on the north been so tmiYersul as it is to-day. 

With the ever-increasing cost of liviug and the hindrance of 
our industries by a tariff policy which raises the cost of pro
duction of American goods, the manufactories of our country 
are demanding wider markets and the peovie of our cities are 
demanding cheaper goods. Our industries, unequaled in power 
and production by any in the world, can no longer demand the 
entire surrender to them of the American market, and a reduc
tion of the price of necessities can be accomplished only by an 
extension and widening of our commercial relations. The first 
step to check the increasing cost of living is offered by reci
procity with Canada. Further steps will be taken as rapidly 
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as possible, for the Democratic Party, elected on pledges for a 
lower tariff, proposes to keep those pledges by revising the tariff 
in the consumer's interest. l\Ir. Chairman, had the Nation 
listened with more patience to those who a century ago urged 
closer commercial relations with the Provinces to our north, 
both countries would have deyeloped along natural lines of 
commerce, and to-day we would not hear the complaints of that 
small proportion of our population who believe that this agree
ment will prove injurious to them. We have also, Mr. Chair
man, the illustration before us of the workings of a previous 
treaty of a similar nature with our neighbor. 

THE ELGIN TREATY, 1854-1866. 

Although the reciprocity sentiment has always been felt in 
the councils of this Nation, but one really comprehensive reci
procity agreement with Canada has become a law. This agree
ment-the Elgin trenty-was in force from 1854 to 1866. It 
dealt with three subjects-navigation of the St. Lawrence, trade 
relations, and the fisheries question. Of these the subject of 
trade relations is alone germane to the present discussion. The 
question of the fisheries, recently settled by The Hague, now 
interests us only in its commercial aspect, and the na>igation 
question is a thing of the past. 

The sentiment toward establishing a reciprocity agreement 
with Canada was very strong in the late forties. In 1848 such 
an agreement passed the Bouse, but went no further and failed 
to become a law, because of complications as to the St. Law
rence which were of such a nature that they could never have 
been unraYeled by legislative action alone. 

In 1850 another bill to establish Canadian reciprocity passed 
the Bouse, but was again halted by the complexities and doubts 
as to the attitude of Canada, and this attempt also failed. 

In 1853, therefore, Congress passed a resolution authorizing 
the President to arrange reciprocity by means of a treaty, and 
under this authorization the treaty was drawn and was later 
passed by the House and ratified by the Senate. The Elgin 
treaty thus enacted provided a much more complete free list 
than that here presented. It provided for free interchange of 
natural products from farm and sea, forest and mine. The free 
list contained wood, cotton, coal, wool, raw tobacco, meats, and 
manufactured lumber. This extensive free list met with almost 
uni>ersal approval, and although it put on the free list many 
more products of the farm than are included in the list before 
us now, yet it was not considered to have injured the agricul
tural interests. No complaint was heard from the American 
farmers as to the workings of the Canadian agreement, and, in 
fact, their only criticism was that more products were not 
placed on the free list. 

The feeling against the Elgin treaty, which resulted in its 
repeal in 18G6, can not be attributed to its economic failure, 
and a study of its effect on our commercial relations with 
Canada is the strongest argument in support of the Canadian 
reciprocity agreement of to-day. 

mand for Canadian goods. The minority in their report protest 
against the measure because "it renews a trade agreement 
with Canada similar to one which heretofore existed, from 
1854 to 1866, and the operation of which proved disastrous to 
the United Sta_fes." The effect of that treaty is one of the 
strongest reasons for the enactment of this present measure, 
and the figures I have just given indicate that commercially 
the previous treaty was successful, and we are confident this 
h·eaty will prove so as well. All the conditions which ruade 
that treaty successful exist to-day in greater force. The fact 
that the total trade with Canada almost doubled in less than 
10 years may show to those opposed to the measure that it was 
a failure, but I am confident that the people of this country 
will regard such a fact as the best evidence of its success. 

TRADE RELATIONS WITH CANADA.. 

Since 1892 the United States has sent each year to Canncla 
an amount constantly increasing in excess of our imports from 
the north, until in the fiscal year of 1910 our Canadian exports 
were more than double our imports-$206,611,517 to $96,357,098. 

WHERE CANA.DA TRADES TO-DAY. 

In proportion to her population Canada is the best mnrket 
for our products, and her purchases from this country of $:2.23,-
521,809 are over twice what she purchased from Great Britain 
and compose half of the entire imports of the Dominion. Her 
exports to us amount to $104,190,675 as against exports of 
$139,482,945 which she sends to England. Bence, while supply
ing half her imports, we only purchase from her 37.3 per cent 
of lier exports. Our exports to the German Empire are but 
$238,000,000, or but little in excess of those to Canada. With
out the Ltem of cotton our exports to Germany amount to $120,-
000,000. Enormous as is this trade with Canada, with the 
artificial barriers of the tariff removed it would undoubteclly, 
if we may judge by our preYions experience with Canadian 
reciprocity, greatly increase our commercial relations with the 
Dominion. Since the unwise termination of reciprocity in 18Gt3 
Canada's exports to England have increased 527 per cent, but 
her exports to this country only 62 per cent. Here at a. g1nnce 
is the result of high protection-an invisible, unnatural, po
litical border line made nearly nine times as obstructi"rn as 
2,000 miles of salt water. 

THE EFFECT OF OTilER RECirROCITY TREATIES. 

We have seen that the effect of the previous reciprocity 
treaty was to immensely enlarge the business and commerce 
between the United States and Canada. That such enlarge
ment was to the mutual profit of the people of both countries no 
one can deny. Commercially and politically it sen-ed a most 
important purpose. In considering the effect which this pro
posed treaty with Canada may have, it will be particularly im
portant to see the effect on our trade relations which other 
reciprocity treaties which are at present in existence ha.Ye pro
duced. 

Trade with the Philippine Islands shows tremendous growth 
succmss OF ELGIN TREATY. under the stimulus of the reciprocity agreement, as is shown 

In answer to a ;·esolution of the Bouse the Secreta~·y of the 1 by the following tables: 
Treasury commumcated to the Bouse of Representatives Feb- Exports from United States to Phillppine Islands, 1909 __ $11, 180. 441 
ruary 21, 1864, a letter which gaYe tables which furnish us with Imports from Philippine Islands_______________________ 9, 433, fl86 
information as to the working of this treaty. The total imports 
into Canada from the United States in 1850 are shown by this 

Total trade for year 1909, before free trade ______ _ 20,G23,427 

ta!Jlc to be $6,094,860, on which we paid in duties the sum of Exports from United States to Philippine Islands, rn10___ 16, 83'.!, 645 
$1,069,814. The exports from the United States into Canada Imports from Philippine Islands to United States________ 17, 317, 8fl7 
were at this time gradually increasing each year, though at a 
very slow rate; !Jut in 1855, the year after the ratification of 
the treaty, our exports to Canada alone amounted to $20,828,076, 
nncl increased yearly until in 1862 they amounted to $25,173,157. 
So under the operation of this treaty the exports from the 
United Sta tcs to Canada increased from $6,000,000 to $25,000,000 
annually, more than quadrupled. 

At the same time the value of the free goods which we sent 
into Canada from the United States increased from $791,128 in 
18GO until they reached $1D,444,374 in 1862, the last year in 
which there was return, or from considerably less than one 
million up to nearly hventy millions. 

Total trade for year 1910, after free trade________ 84, 1::>0, 542 

An increase of 70 per cent during a single year. 
Porto Rico, with which we have free trade, shows by its im

ports and exports an equally strong argument for reciprocif-1': 
Exports from United States to Porto Rico, 1898________ $1, ri05, 946 
Imports from Porto Rico to United States, same year_____ 2, 414, 3G6 

Total trade for year ending June 30, 1808 _______ _ 3, !)::!0, 302 

Shipments of merchandise from United States to Porto 
Rico, 1010 --------------------------------------- 21,on;, 0~4 Imports from Porto Rico to United States______________ 82, 00('1, 807 

Total trade for year 1910----------------------- 5!), 19;; , 531 
Cuba, with which we haYe a reciprocity agreement, shows the 

aclrnntnges of this trade, as follows: 
Imports from Cuba to United States, HlOH ______________ $G2, 9-1~ , mo 
Exports from United States to Cuba, 1V03______________ 21, 761, G38 

Total trade for 1903, before treaty______________ 84, 704, 428 

It can not !Je claimed that the Canadian duties were unfairly 
raised, because during all this time the Canadian rate of im
port duty, which in 1 50 was 18.43 per cent, increased in 1861 
to lD per cent, which was only a small fraction larger than 
when the treaty wns commenced. To Canada and its Provinces 
the total exports from the United States increased to $2S,G29,110 
in 1863 and the imports from Canada and the Provinces from 
$490,704 to $1D,29D,995. The total trade between the United Imports from Cuba to United States, rn10 ______________ 122, 5'.!8, 037 

St t d C 1 
. f $?

4 189 0 
Bxports from United States to Cuba, lfllO______________ 52, 858, 758 

a cs an anaL a mcreased rom ~ , ..,,1 3 in 1854 to $40,-
908,887 in 1862, and sllows the marked success of the trenty. 
The figures for the last few years of the treaty are misleading, 
because the war between the States created an unnatural de-

XLVII-22 

175, 380, 7!)5 
The arrangements abo>e show absolutely that in all three 

instances both countries have profited immensely !Jy their trade, 
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and can anyone doubt that in obtaining for the people of the 
United States the food prouucts from these islands we llaye 
made a distinct ad\ance in retarding the ever-increasing ccst of 
living? To tlle people of these islands themselves we have 
given the power to purchase our manufactured articles, which 
purchases ha\e stimulated our manufactures and increased the 
demand for labor in this counti·y. 

COST OF LIYINO. -

The increased cost of living is one of the principal problems 
faced by the people of to-day. The purchasing power of the 
workingman's wages ha.s grown constantly le~s. The United 
States Senate has made an investigation of the cost of living. 
Many States h~n·e done the same thing, and it is a problem 
which we arc making every effort to solve. My own Stnte of 
Massachusetts appointed a commission on this subject, and I 
quote from its report (Mass. House, 1910, Doc. 1750, p. 384): 

nut the tariff was never meant to at>ply seriously to the food of the 
people, save for the development of such industries as the growing of 
fruit in Florido. or beets for sugar in the West. From the first it was 
aesigned to create and preserve manufacturing industries. The odium 
of the corn laws need but be suggested to show bow obnoxious would 
be a serious tax on food. If we lrn.ve reached the point where it is of 
real importance to us to ham thx product of the farms of the North, 
as well as that of tho farms of the West, no- tariff Wndr::mce can be 
endured. 

As this country approaches the point where it will cease to 
export many of its food products, the tariff on food will force up 
the prices, and, in addition, will enable speculators, by cornering 
the market on food products, to engage in the worst form of 
speculations on the daily demands of the necessn.ries of the 
people. 
· Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota.. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETEilS. Yes. 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota.. I take it from the gentle

man's argument that his belief is that this agreement will tend 
to reduce the cost of food. 

Mr. PETERS. Yes. 
. Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Does the gentleman belieYe 

also that it will reduce the price of mnterials from which food 
is made, which will be received by the farmer? 

Mr. PETERS. I will say, if tlle gentleman will allow me, 
that the consumption of food in this country is increasing 
faster than its production and tllat we are closely i·eaching the 
point where we will cease to produce in America sufficient food 
prodl!cts for the American consumption. Whon that point is 
reaclled. then I belieYc that we must hn.ve some food imported 
from other countries. I c.lo not thlnk to-day in many food procl
ucts they will be affected one way or the other by the passage 
of this agreement. 

Mr. UARTIN of South Dakota. Then, if the food products 
are not affected, I suppose the prices of the products to the 
consumer will not be affected by this bill? 

Mr. PETERS. I think the foocl prices to the consumer will 
be somewhat affected, because it will allow an interchange of 
food products from points in Canada to the United States 
where they can be exchanged with a less cost of transportation 
nncl tbat the expense of the miclillc mun in placing tbc food in 
the hands of the consumer will be reduced; and. I do think 
that in certain articles of food there will be a reduction, and 
a material one in certain cities. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Mr . .MARTIN of South Dakota. To what commodities <loe-s 
the gentleman refer, may I inquire for information? 

Mr. PETERS. I am coming to it, and I have tables to show 
the illff erence in prices of food between American cities and 
those in Canada. 

Mr. 1\IARTIN of South Dakota. Can we have from the gcn
t1eman what particular food commodities he claims will be re
duced in price in cities ns a result of this legislation? 

Mr. PETERS. I was about to present the statistics on this 
when the gentleman interrupted me. In proof of the general 
proposition that the co:nsumption of food products in this coun
try is outstripping the production of the country I want to 
quote to the House certain Gtatistics of imports of food for the 
last few years. I invite the consideration of the House to 
some facts in the conclusion of the Cost of Living Rcrx>rt I 
referred to, on page 030, and ask them to bear in mincl thnt this 
food report was made by a commission the majority of whose 
members arc believers in n protective tariff. The report says : 

It is not probable that the removal of the duty on farm products 
would diminish by a penny the wage rate of farm laborers anywhere 
in the United States. 'rhat rate is determined by the competition of 
the mill and the attractiveness of the city. • * * 

It i3 not our belief that removal of the tnrilr on the staple articles 
of footl would speedily and greatly reduce the cost of living. The same 
causes are makin~ food high in all the civilized world, and the differ
ence between wholesale prices is not enough to warrant the expectation 
thn.t n policy of what, for brevity's sake, would doubtless be called "fi:ee 
food " could change international transactions greatly and at once. Its 
importance comes from the fact that we are soon going to buy a. ma-

terial part of our food outside our own limits. It would further have 
the >ery beneficial consequence of removing what chance may now exist 
to "corner" food products--a chance that puts the public at the mercy 
of the speculator and the trust. To some extent, also, it would lessen 
our dependence on. the seasons and tho weather. Ilad harvests rarely 
occur over all the world. 

We submit, therefore, that it is a Wif{e economic policy to give the 
people free access to those articles of food that call for the bulk of 
the expenditure of the masses. For purposes of revenue, it may be 
wise to tax somewhat the comforts, and tbe heaviest duties s1rnuld be 
levied on the luxuries, but the food necessities of life should be " free." 

Now turn to statistics in support of the above statements. 
First consider wheat. 

WlIEAT. 

Wheat is the most important product of the Dominion of 
Cun::i.d::i., of which protluct Canada exported 57,000,000 bushels, 
out of a total crop of 166,744,000. This bill remoyes the duty 
of 25 cents a bushel on wheat. At the present we export 
144,000,000 bushels of wheat, but our amount is constantly 
diminishing, while that of Cn.nada is rupiclly increasing, ancl at 
no distant day our exportations from this country will probably 
cease. The price of wheat is largely determined, not by local 
conditions, but by the markets of the world in Liverpool, where 
the wheat grown in Russia, Asia, Canada, and the United 
States compete. 

In 1010 the United Stutes exported into Canncln. $55,139, or 
54,964 bushels, and there was imported from Canada $1w.5,441, 
or 152,441 bushels. 

THE ilrEUIC.A~ Ii'.iRhlEil. 

If the American farmer coulc1 stand the whole Canadian out
put in the fifties, surely he can st:rncl the portion that would be 
diverted from England by the operation of the agreement now 
before us, an agreement not nearly so comprelHmsive as that of 
1854. 

CONSUUPTIO~ 1S LNCREASI~G F..1.STER TlI~ PilODUCTION. 

In proof of the proposition that consumption is increasing 
faster than production let me first quote from the Report on the 
Cost of Living (p. 265) of the. Masnuchusetts commission: 
The home demand for the products of the soil is outstripping the home 

supply. 

Im-ports for consumption. 

Brcn.dstu!Is ............................................... . 
Meat and dairy products .......•..•.......•. -•.•.........•. 
V cgetnbles ......... -........ -....................... · · -- · · · 
\V ood, und manufactures of wood ___ ...................... ·. 

1~9 

$940,36-1 
1,!J50,835 
2,170,05!) 
8,2.U,250 

1909 

$5, 190,35-l 
6,503, 773 
8,0W,748 

30, 042, 780 

Not only do we import more for consumption-we export less 
of foocl products and produce, in the main, less per capita from 
yeur to year. In proof ·of this statement, let us consider a few 
statistics.. First in regard to wheat: 

Per cent. 
Since 1880 population of the United States hns increased ________ 80 
Since 1880 production of wheat in United States incrc-0.sed but_ __ GO 
For the decade endin;; 18!)0 United States exported of its wheat 

(nveruge)----------------------------------------------- 27 
For the decade endin~ l!JOO United States exported of its wheat__ 35 
For the last G years United States exportecl of its wheat_ ________ 17 
!for tile year 190!) United States e~ported of its wheuL--------- 12 

Bushels. 
In 1880 Unitell States producctl per capitn.____________________ D. !) 
In mo~ United States produced per capitn. buL---------------- 8. 3 

Contrast this rnte with that of Canatlu: 
In rnon Canada produced per cnpit::t------------------------- 23. 7 

Nor I.las the United States cnt down its rate of consumption: 
Bushels. 

In HlOO per capifa. consumption of United States------------- 4. H 
In rnon per capita consumption of United States-------------- G. !?.2 

Tlle report of the Masmchusetts commission, page 3G7, draws 
the obvious conclusion: 

Bliminating tbe factor of the >arintlons of crop, It looks as l! we 
\\ere lessening our exports by about 2 per cent n. year, so that it is 
not ut all impossible that we slrnll be in the world's market for wheat 
in the course of a dozen years. Of co11rse "°hen we begin buying wheat 
it will be from Canada. 

Other ca:a.mplcs beside 1vhcat. 
CORN. 

Per cent. 
Since 1880 population of the United States has Increased ________ 80 
Since 1380 production of corn has incrcnsed buL--------------- CG 

... In 1000 Umteil States exported of corn and corn men.I_ _________ 10. ll 
In 1003 United States exported of corn and corn men.L________ __ 1. 4 

Bushels. 
In moo United States per capita consumption _____________ ____ 24. 4 
In lDO!l United States per capita consumption ________________ 2D. 7 
In 1880 United States produced per capit:L ___________________ 34. 2 
In lDOD United States produced per capita ____________________ 31. 4 
· Cereal crops that have been practically constant for the last decade. 

Bushels e:ich year. 
Rye (about)---------------------------------------- :m, 000, 000 
Duckwheat {about)---------------------------------- 15,000,000 
Oats (about)--------------------------------------- 000,000,000 
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Over this same period population has increased 25 per cent 

which means that in 1900 there were 5 bushels of these grain~ 
per capita, now but 4 bushels. Barley alone of the great cereal 
crops has kept pace with growing population. 
Two other interesting examples of actual ana comparative decline in 

production. 
LUMBER. Thousand feet. 

i&8~=================::::::::::::::::============== ~6:~~&:~3~ 1908----------------------------------------------- 33,224,369 
COTTON. 

(Production practically stable since 1897.) 

f~gb-----------------------------------------------
1904-(the-buiilperyear)::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Bales. 
10,807,857 10,38G,20G 13,G07,301 

Drain of population from the Zand. 

(Percentage increase of urban and rural population.) 

Years. Tot.al Urban. population. 

30. 08 40.0 
21. f\ 61. 0 ~~rn~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

890-1900 .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 2G. ·7 36.8 

Rll1llll. 

---
Z7 
15 
13 

. ~he Mnssachusetts commission, in its report on the cost of 
llvmg (p. 529), mentions the drain of the population from the 
lnnd. ns one of the main factors in restricting su11p1y and en
hancmg the cost of commodities. 

The percentage of increase of our urban to our suburban 
population shows also the fact that we are having fewer and 
fewer people producing the products and we are hnving more 
and more people desiring to consume them in our cities. With 
<lemand constantly outstripping supply, it wm not be lon(7 
before we cease exporting food products altogether. The ever°-
ncreasing growth of our cities is hastening that end. 

l\1r. ANDERSON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHA.IRl\fAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 

yield to the gentleman from Minnesota? 
Mr. PETERS. Certninly. 
Mr. ANDERSON of l\Iinnesota. I would like to ask the gen

tlem:m if be thinks this is a desirable condition, and if he 
thinks that snbjecting the farmers' products to the competition 
of Canada will tend to decrease it? 

Mr. PETERS. I fail to see what effect the competition of the 
Canndinns would have on either increasing or decreasing the 
tendency toward the eoncentration of the population in our 
cities. I believe thnt that is caused by other circumstances 
whicll arc entirely beyond and outside of those to be affected by 
the agreement which is before us. 

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Will the gentleman permit a ques
tion right there? 

l\fr. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Does the gentleman think that 

this relative rapid increase of population in the cities is due to 
the fact that we have not the agricultural land on whicll to 
raise the products, or does he tllink that the inducements of 
manufactures and other industries are so large and so much 
greater that the farmers arc .turning t~ them? It must be one 
way or the other. 

l\1r. PETERS. Why, as I replied before, the general social 
conditions; the ~gep~ral circumstances of life in the country, the 
general opportumties thnt are offered in the cities all tend to 
affect it. It is too large n question, if the gentleman will ex
cuse me, for me to take up and make a reply to in the few 
r~rrw.ining minutes which I llave granted to me at the present 
time. 

l\fr. YOUNG of l\ficlligan. It seems to me it'is a most impor
tant question at this point. 

Mr. PETERS. To the same report I will refer you in regard 
to this effect of the concentration of population in our cities. 

OBJECTION OF TIIE ?IIIXORITY TO RECII'ROCITY. 

It appears from the views of the minority set forth in the 
report ( H. Rept. 2150), and from the speech made by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [l\fr. DALZELL] on February 15 that 
those opposed to reciprocity with Canada have tllrce maln ob
jections to the proposed treaty. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL], who signs 
the report, calls attention to the objections to tills agreement 
and sums them up in three heads. The first objection is that 
we should vote against this agreement because it is un-Repub
lican. Gentlemen~ I am afrnid tlle Members of this body will 
to-day place the welfare of the American people above the 
force which the gentleman from Pennsylvania gives to that 

argument. [Applause on the Democratic side.] The second 
point: It is class legislation. It discriminates against the 
farmer. In l\fr. DALZELL's words: 

His corn, his 'wheat, his potatoes, his hay his oats his live stock 
are a~l put on the free list. Ilis reaper, hls harrow' his plow his 
farm implements are all ta.xed. ' ' 

In the first place, I have just shown you that the production 
of all our gr~at c~real crops, except barley, is not increasing at 
a rate anythmg hke population. 

Secondly, farming implements, together wi\h a number of 
other things, are going to be put on a free list which is already 
reported by the Ways and l\feans Committee to the House, 
ngain~;t the objection of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, but 
there. is th~ dang.er, of course, that when this matter comes up 
~or d1scussibn the minority will find it convenient to use farm 
implements t? support a different argument, namely, that to 
v.ut these articles on the free list would be "class discrimina 
t10n of the most obnoxious character "-it would give the 
far.m~r an. unfair advantage over the protected manufacturer 
It is m this manner that the protectionists hold themselves out 
as the savior of all classes. 

The third point mn.de by the minority: It involves a trade 
agreement with Canada similar to the one that existed from 
1854 to 18GG, and the operation of which proved disastrous to 
the United States. 

The gentleman from Pennsylrnnia in his speech in the House 
on _l!'ebr~ary 15, 1911, makes much of the point that this is the 
r.cc1proc1ty agreement of 1854 over again, with comparatively 
ht!le change. He then attempts to establish the fact that the 
18n4 treaty was disastrous to the United States, and he then 
concludes that the proposed treaty will be accompanied with 
the same bad results as that of 1854. 

In the opening sentence of bis speech l\Ir. DALZELL declared 
it wa~ not his intention to go into details, nor would I attempt 
to estimate exa~tly what will be the actual amount of trade in 
each or any articles upon the passnge of this reciprocity treaty 
but like l\Ir. DALZELL I will attempt to draw some conclusion~ 
f1:om our previous experience with reciprocity. I have already 
given you some statistics which pointed out the growth of 
trade between Canada and the United States. l\fr. DALZELL in 
his speech of February 15 admits this gi·owth of trade between 
the two countries, but greatly laments the effect it had on the 
bala.n~e of trade and, with Mr. Blaine as his authority, states 
t~at m the last year and three-quarters of its (the treaty's) 
life the balance of trade was against us in the sum of over 
twenty-eight millions. 

The last year and three-quarters of this treaty were coinci
dent with the closing years of the war between the States a 
period when we were pro<lucing an abnormally small amo~nt 
both on the farm and in the shop. We had to buy abroau 
and I would ask if it was not a matter of good fortune rathe; 
than otherwise that we bad a source so near at hand-where 
could we have obtained food and other supplies more quickly 
or cheaply? 

To-day the balance of trade is not the "bugbear" it was in 
the middle of the last century; IJut if a point is to be made of 
~t in judging the success of the 1854 reciprocity treaty, would 
it not be more to the point to take the statistics of trade other 
than ti.lose which s13.ow the trndc of this conntry with Canada 
wllen we were in the most nnn:itural condition imaginable? . 

l\Ir. DALZELL. T11e gentleman does not contend that those 
figures are not correct, docs he? 

Mr. PETERS. I do not, but I do conten<l that the inference 
should be drawn only from the time the Elgin treaty stn rted, 
in 1854, up to the time the abnormal conditions began to affect 
our trade with Canada, in 18G2 and 1863. ..:\ nd the figures of 
that time will show such a condition that the gentleman himself 
will come to a very different conclusion from that which he 
seeks to present to this House in his ar_gument in February Inst. 

Now, on pnge 117 of Extracts from Congressional Debates on 
the Reciprocity Treaty of 1854, House Document 1350, yon '\\ill 
find a table showing our imports to and exports from Canaua from 
1854 to 18G2, and inasmuch as the gentleman asketl me a C]lH"3-
tion, I will ask him if he considers these :figures show the Elgin 
treaty to be a failUTe? 

Tota 1 exports to Canada ........ _ ............•••••.•.. _ ... . 
Total imports from Canada ...................••••.•....... 

Balance in favor of the United States ............... . 

lSM I 1662 

$15, 533, lOl 1$25, 173, 157 
8, 649, 002 15, 003, 703 

6, 884, 099 10, lO!l, 4.54 

A gain of over $3,000,000, or of 50 per cent, in our excess ex
port balance. 
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The only year down to 1862 in which we did not have a Mr. CLARK -0f Florida. I do not, and shall not object to that 
fosorable balance of trade with Canada was in 18GO, when <luring this debate. 
C::urnda exported more than she imported by the insignificant Ur. PETERS. Then, I will submit the request again, tlult r 
sum of $250,000-n.nd it will be recalled tllat 1860 was a year of may print in the RECORD, in connection with my speech certain 
commercial nnd financial instability in the United States. tables which are taken from the report tllat I hold in ~Y hand 

A.slate ns May 24, 1864, l\fr. Sweat said in the House: and which are pertinent to the subject before tlle House at thi~ 
By a report of the Scc-:ctary of the Treasurv recently made it appears time. 

that our eXI?orts to tbe Ilritish Provinces were $2G,445,683 more than The CHAIRl\iA.N. Tlle gentleman from Massacllusetts asks 
the amount imported from them by the United States. unnnimous consent to include witll his remarks certain statistical 

He also states that with all the defects of the present treaty reports just referred to. Is there objection? 
the balance of trade for the last 10 years has been in fa·rnr of .Mr. PETER~. And tlle words of explanation which naturally 
the United States. precede them. 

It would seem, tt..cn, that Mr. DA.LZELL's argument against l\Ir. UA:NN. Oh, certainly. 
the success of the treaty of 1854 was unfortunately based on Tlle CHAIRMAN. The Chair hears no objection, and it is so 
fi~res that were really not representative. It therefore follo"\Vs ordered. 
that that gentleman's gloomy predictions, which are based en- l\Ir. PETERS. Gentlemen, we are not cl:liming that this reci
tirely upon results which seem to be mislroding, can have tittle i1rocity agreement is going to revolutionize the cost of living 
weight in the consideration of what will result from the pro- but I have tried to show you here to-day, and the import and 
posed trenty. export :figures do show conclusively, tllat, in the :first place, the 

Mr. DALZELL frankly says that we "have c\erything coruinO' Elgin treaty, to which this is similar, was financially an.cl com
om· way ''-that is to say, the balance of trade with Canada to-du; rnercinlly a success for this country. Trade increased. under it 
is decidedly in our favor; in fact, it is abnormally in our fayor. to a tremendous extent. I have shown here, also, that tho con
Juclged from the statistics given by Mr. DALZELL it would seem immption of agricultural products is incTeasing in America far 
that w~ wo_uld lose this balance. I have shown you that sucll a beyonu ~e inci:case ~n their production. ~tis ~clmitte<l tllat the 
conclusion is unwarranted. Also, Mr. DALZELL sc. ems to enti.rely I cost of ll'dng is gomg to be an ever-qmckemng problem that 
overlook the fact that if Canada can buy our goods to-day iu must be faced, that all the Deople of our country arc facing. 
great quantity she would be able to do so to a much lar"'er We do not come before tho people to favor one class of con
extent if she could pay for them with her products insteae,( of sumers ns against another, and you will have tho best of evi-
with gold. deuce hcfore this session is o>er that the Democratic Party, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has explreu. will.ch llns been placed in control of this House, proposes to 
Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, may r hn.Ye a moment more? carry .out to the people of ~c country to the letter the pledg~s 
1\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gentleman firn rninntes that it made before election. [Applause on tho Democratic 

more. side. J 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is I believe that we are getting dangerously near the point 

recognized for :five minutes more. where the duty on food products will raise the price or render 
Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, as this seems to me an oppor- easy n corner in tho market. To carry out this agreement this 

tune moment, and as I have some tables which I wish to present body will act in accordance with an overwhelming public sen.ti· 
to the House, I will ask unanimous consent to extend my re- ment, and will show that it is actually what 1t is in name-the 
marks in the RECORD. House of Representatives of the American people. IAppln.usc 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks on the Democratic side.] 
unanimous consent to be allowed to extend his remarks in the UESSAGE FRO:ll THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 

REcor.D. Is there objection? The committee informally rose; and Mr. HARDWICK Im ving 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I object. taken the chair as SpeakcT pro tempore, n. message from the 
!Jr. PETERS. I am e"iidently mistaken as to the opportunity. President of the United States was communicated to tho House 

[Laughter.] of Representatives by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries. 
l\fr. KENDALL. The gentleman should not lulve asked for 

unanimous consent in so loud a voice. [Laughter.] RECIPROCITY WITH CA.NADA. 
Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman want to The committee resumed its session. 

insert some figures in the REcor.D? Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
Mr. PETERS. Yes; tables of :figures cornring prices. mous consent to Drint in the RECORD . with m·y remarks the 
Tho CHAIRMAN. Docs the gentleman from 1\fassachusetts statistical tables to which I referred in tho course of those 

yield? remarks. 
Mr. PETERS. I do. I The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr .. HA.B-
Mr. MANN. I wish to inquire, without taking it out of the I r:1soN] asks unanimous consent to print with his remarks cer

gcntlemn.n's time, whether the objection of the gentleman from ta in etatistica.1 tables. Is there objection 'l 
Florida goes to tlle extension of remarks, or to tt.c ordinary Tllere was no objection. 
insertion of figures :incl tables, such as are not ordinarily iu- :\.fr. DALZELL. How much time did tho last gentleman con-
cluded in a speech as it is delivered on the floor, anu whether st1rnc? · 
there is any objection to the request that that privilege be I 'l'llc CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from A.labruna [Mr. UN-
granted to the gentleman? DERwoon] has nsed 4 hours and 12 minutes in n.11, and the gen-

1\Ir. CLARK of Florida. I do not hear the gentleman. tlerunn from Pennsylvania [l\Ir. DALZELL] 3 hours ancl 37 
Mr. MANN. I ask whether the objection of the gentleman minutes. 

from Florida to the extension of remarks goes simply to the ~Ir. U~mERWOOD. I desire to state thnt I ,,.ill yield five 
extension of remarks, or to tho right to insert tables of figures hours to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCALL], to 
and papers that are correlated with tlle argument? be consurneu on that side by gentlemen favoring tllc bill. I 

Mr. CLARK of Florian. Mr. Chairm:.m, I would like to state, will arrange with him as to the time when that shall come in. 
for the benefit of the committee and to answer the gentleman I will My thnt we should like to have the debate run this 
from Illinois, that I do not ca.re. My object is to try to force, evening until 6 o'clock. 
if it can be done, an amendment to the rules-such an amend- l\Ir. DALZELL. I yield one hour to tho gentleman fi-om Wis-
ment as I inh·ouuced this morning-to stop this indiscriminate consi.n [Mr. LENROOT]. 
printing of prepared speeches in the RECORD that were never ~r. LE:NROOT. Mr. Chairman., on Satur<lay last this debate 
delivered. was opened by one of the greatest orators nncl perhaps the 

I do not intend to object, and I wnnt to put the committee readiest debater in this House-my friend the gentleman from 
upon notice now that I do not intend to object to the request of North Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN]. In his opening remarks he 
any gentleman during this tariff debate, to print in the RECORD con;;ratulated tho Democratic majority upon tlle auspicious 
statistical information, l>ut I do intend to object whenever I am beginning which they had mnclo in tlle carrying out of their 
here-I can not )Jc here every minute-to the extension of pl:l.tform promises. He did well so to congratulate them, for 
remarks by which some gentlemen write out long-winded argu-1 [ · ;lt was tho first time within the memory of any man within 
men.ts that were never delivered, because I regard that practice t ile sound of my voice when anyone could congratulate the 
as a fraud upon the public and an unnecessary tnx upon the Democratic Party UP-On carrying out any promise. 
Treasury. That is my position. He referred to two measures which have already passed this 

Mr. MANN. In the main I fuUy agree with the gentleman, House: First, the resolution proposing an amendment to the 
and I thought the gentleman would not wish to object to insert- Constitution for the election of Senators by ti. direct vote, and 
ing tables of figures, and such things. I join with him in congratulating the Democratic :majority upon 
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the passage of that resolution. [Applause.] I congratulate 
this side of the House upon the fact that that resolution re
ceiYecl almost the unanimous support of the Members on this 
sicle of the Chamber. The second measure that he referred to 
was the measure that passed this House last Friday with ref
orence to puMicit-y of campaign contributions, and the gentle
man said thnt that, too, was n fulfillment of the pledge of the 
Democratic Party in that regard. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to reacl the promise of tho Democratic 
Party mnde in its national convention in 1903 with reference 
to campaign contributions, and consider for a moment how near 
that bill complies with the promise of his party. That plank 
reads as follows : 

We plcdg-e the Democratic Party to the enactment of a ln.w prevent
ing any corporation contributing to a campaign fund. 

Was there any line in that bill on prohibiting corporations 
from contributing to campaign funds? No; but the Democratic 
Party is not chargeable with any neglect for that reason, be
cause at the time this platform was written there had been 
written into the statute books of the United States, 12 months 
before by the Republican Party, a law prohibiting corporations 
from contributing to campaign funds. [Applause on the Re
publican side.] And therefore the Democratic majority should 
be acquitted from any charge of violation of their platform in 
that regard. 

As I listened to the gentleman from North Carolina Satur
day, listened to the wealth of misinformation that flowed from 
his lips-not intentionally misleading, of course, because the 
gentleman would not do that-but as I listened to him and his 
carelessness, not to say recklessness of statement, I wondered 
if the gentleman from North Carolina, perhaps, had not written 
this plank in the Democratic platform pledging the Democratic 
Party to the enactment of a law that had already been enacted 
by the Republican Party. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Perhaps the gentleman from North Carolina had not had the 
time for a serious study of the question which he discussed 
Saturday, and perhaps he may be excused for the same r eason for 
writing, if he did write, this promise into the platform of his par ty. 

But that is not all . . The p ledge goes further : 
We demand the enactment of a law preventing any corporation con

tributing to campaign funds and n.ny mdividun.l from contributing an 
amount above a reasonable minimum. 

M:r. Chairman, was there anything of that kind in the bill 
which passed this House last Friday? Was that pledge of the 
platform carried out? 

But there is more of this : 
And providing for the publication before election of all such contribu

tions above a r easonable minimum. 

Was there anything in the bill that passed this House last 
JI'riday currying out that pledge of the Democratic Party? 
There was such an amendment offered to that bill upon this 
side of the House, and you remember that it was adopted and 
placed in the bill through the courage and independence of a 
sufficient number of Democrats -voting with the minority upon 
this side to place it there. And then we remember how the 
pnrty lash flew across that side of the Chamber, and inside of 
15 minutes, without any interyening debate or any discussion, 
a sufficient number of Democrats reversed themselves to defeat 
that amendment. Upon that amendment, offered by this side of 
the House, squarely carrying out the pleclge of your own party, 
165 of the Democrats upon that side of the Chamber Yoted "no." 

1\Ir. CULLOP. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. LENROOT. Certainly. 
Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman does not mean to be under

stood to say that there was not a publicity plank in the law 
that we passed last Jj'riclay? 

Mr. LENROOT. A publicity plank; yes. 
~Ir. CULLOP. To publish the contributions 15 days before 

election n.nd every 3 days thereafter until election day, of all 
sums oYer and above $10. 

lUr. I1ENROOT. To whom? 
l\fr. CULLOP. To the world. 
~Ir . LE1 ~nooT. Contributions to the political committees. 
Mr. CULLOP. No; it must be filed with the Clerk of this 

House and then pu!Jlished. It then becomes public property. 
J\Ir. LE~ROOT. Contributions only to the national political 

committees, and not contributions to individuals, while your 
platform promised publicity of all contributions. [Applause on 
the Republican side.] 

Mr. CULLOP. This new law gives publicity of all contribu
tions. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take the time 
to ask the gentleman from Indiana [Ur. CUL~OP] one question. 
If contributions are made to you, us a candidate for Congress, 

and not to the national committee, where is your law requiring 
publicity? . 

Mr. CULLOP. I have no contributions made to me as a 
candidate; I do not need them. The Democrats can run their 
campaigns without contributions from special interests, and 
State laws regulate this matter. [Laughter.] 

.Mr. LE1'"1100T. 1\Ir. Chairman, I shall YOte against this bill 
in the form reported by the committee, been.use it is unjustly 
discriminatory against the farmers of this country, and fn-.ors 
the great trusts and monopolies. It will not reduce the cost of 
living to the consumer, because n. high tariff rernitins on practi
cally all food products thnt he uses. This bill can not be uc
fended from a Republican standpoint, from the dec1nrntions of 
the last Republican platform, and I say further, l\ir. Cllnirman
and I shall have something to say about it a little Inter on if I 
hnve the time-this bill cnn not be defended from a Democratic 
standpoint, from the last platform of the Democratic Pnrty. 
But I propose in my discus ion of this bill to discuss it from 
tho standpoint of a Republican, believing in the doctrine of 
protection, the principle that duties should co·n~r, and coyer 
only, the difference in cost of production at home and abroad. 
Tho Republican Party in 1903 macle a solemn pled;;e to re,·ise 
the tariff in accordance with that principle. We all know 
what happened, and because the Payne-Aldrich lnw failed to 
fulfill that promise, progressive Republicans all over this coun
try, with voice and pen, condemned that law and insisted that 
tho pledge of the Republican Party, that duties shonld cover 
only the difference in cost of production at home and abroad., 
shonld be kept, and that there· should be further reductions of 
tariff until that promise should be fulfilled to the letter. 

Mr. BARTLE"rl'. May I interrupt the gentleman? 
l\lr. LENROOT. Certainly. 

. Mr. BARTLETT. The gentleman does not state all the plat
form, does he, with reference to the tariff? Did it not also 
provide that there should be a reasonable return to the manu
facturer upon the money invested? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. 
.l\Ir. BARTLETT. That was a new departure. 
Mr. LENROOT. It was; and it did not comply with the 

pledge with that clause put upon it. 
Mr. IlARTLETT. I will admit that it was recreant in all of 

its pledges, if the gentleman desires. 
Mr. LENROOT. It is now sought in many quarters to show 

that progressive Republicans are inconsistent in opposing this 
bill while at the same time c1emnnding lower tariffs upon manu
factured articles. They are not inconsistent, but, on the con
trary, it is the advocates of this measure who are inconsistent. 
Progressive Republicans have never been free traders. [Ap
plause on the Republican side.] I challenge anyone to point 
to any speech mnde by a progressive Republican in Congress or 
elsewhere advocating free trade. As a progressive Republican 
I stand to-day where I hnye stood in the past, for a protective 
tariff, measuring duties IJy the difference in the cost of produc
tion at home and abroad . It is true that our demand for re
ductions has been confined Yery lnrgely to manufactured ar
ticles, and in that we lmYe been consistent. The evils of exor
bitant tariff rates, as a general rule, a.re felt only where the 
product affected is controlled by a trust or monopoly. Until 
comparath-ely recently--

Mr. CULLOP. M:r. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle
man a question. I noticed that be stntecl be agreed with that 
part of the last Ilepublic:rn nntionnl platform which provides 
for n tariff equaling the difference in the cost of production at 
home and abroad. Does the gentleman inuorse the remainder of 
tlw.t platform which provided that the tariff should also be leried 
sufficient to insure n reasonable profit to the manufacturer? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I do not. 
l\lr. CULLOP. Does the gentleman inclorse his party's action 

in passing the Payne tariff bill? 
l\fr. LENROOT. No; and neither dill I in the campaign. 
l\1r. CULLOP. The gentleman did not indorse that part of 

t.he Republican Party's procedure that passed and nd...-ocatcd tbe 
Payne tariff bill? 

l\fr. LENROOT. I did not. 
.!\Ir. CULLOP. Do you indoi·se the action of your pnrty in 

pai::sing the Payne-Aldrich bill? 
~Ir. LENROOT. I do not indorse the action of my party in 

passin"' the Payne-Aldrich 1Jil1. I thought I made that clear. 
~Ir. CULLOP. Does tl.le gentleman claim that it is a viola

tion of the party ple<l~e? 
1\Ir. LE.NTIOOT. I clo. 
~Ir. CULLOP. Then, the gentleman's pnrty has not always 

been keeping its ple<lges. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
Mr. LENHOOT. No; it has not. [Applause on the floor and 

in the galleries.] .And neither has yours. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will suspend for a mo
ment. The galleries are admonished that they should not 
applaud or show any evidence of approval or disapproval. 

l\lr. LENROOT. I want to say if my party had kept its 
pledge, there would have been a minority upon that side of the 
Chamber to-day instead of a majority. [Applause on the Re
publican side.] As I was saying, Mr. Chairman the evils of 
exorbitant tariff rates are, as a rule, felt only where the prod
ucts are controlled by trusts and monopolies. Until compara
ti\e1y recently it made little or no difference how high tariff 
rates were, provided they were high enough to protect the 
American industry from excessive competition by foreign coun
tries. With full and free competition at home, domestic prices 
w~re not measured by the foreign price plus the duty, and 
prices trere kept upon a reasonable level. nut great economic 
changes have taken place in recent years. Nearly all of the 
great industries have combined into gigantic corporations con
trolling our markets. Competition is gone and prices to the 
consumer are arbitrarily fixed by a few men. We have the 
Woolen Trust, the Cotton Trust, the Steel Trust, the Ileef Trust. 
I wi11 not attempt to enumerate them all. These conditions are 
familiar to every Member of this House and the country. 

Destroying competition at home, they are able to dictate the 
prices upon their products, and there are only two limitations 
upon the prices which they may fix-first, the ability of the 
public to buy and, second, the foreign price plus present tariff 
rates. When we impose a tariff rate of 100 per cent, when a 
rate of 25 per cent would be sufficient to cover the difference in 
cost of production at home and abroad, then we give these 
trusts a license to plunder the American people. This is what 
progressive Republicans have been fighting; this is what they 
will continue to fight until justice is done. 

We stand for a consistent policy applied alike to all classes 
of our people. We insist that if the protective theory sllall 
prevail, the 6,000,000 farmers of this country are just as much 
entitled to the application of that theory to their products as 
the manufacturers are to their products. [Applause on the Re
publican side.] If, on the other band, the theory of free trade 
is to be applied to the farmers, they insist, and rightly so, that 
that theory shall also apply to the manufacturers. [Applause.] 

The President of the United States two years ago pronouucecl 
the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill the best tariff law ever ennctell 
ancl criticized but one schedule, the wool schedule. To-day he 
llas completely reversed his position and advocates free trade in 
agricultural products with Canada, our only competitor, but at 
the same time proposes a higher protection for many manufac
tured products than does the Payne-Aldrich bill, which has 
been conclemnecl by the American people. I think that I sha 11 
IJe able to demonstrate before I get through that upon certain 
important manufactured products the rates proposed in this 
bill give their manufacturers from 50 to 7G per cent higher pro
tection than the Payne-Aldrich law. 

The President in his message to Congress says this bill-
is not a violation of the protective principle as that has been authorita
th-ely nnnounced by those wbo uphold it, because that principle does 
not call for a taritr between this country and one whose conditions as 
to production, population, and wages are so like ours, and when our 
common boundary line of 3,000 miles in itsell must make a radical dis
tinction between our commercial treatment of Canada and of any· other 
country. · 

If free trade in agricultural products with Canada is not a 
Yiolation of the protective principle for the reasons stated by 
the President, then the high rates upon manufactured products 
proposed in this bill are for the same reasons a violation of the 
protective principle. 

If the President is correct in his statement, then every tariff 
rate in this bill upon every manufactured product is a violation 
of the pledge of the Republican Party that tariff rates should 
be based upon the difference in cost of production at home and 
abroad. 

On the President's own statement, how can the rate proposed 
upon beef in this bill, of 11 cents per pound, be sustainecl, or 
uO cents per bnrrel upon flour, and so with every manufactured 
product? If there is a differen..ce in the cost of production be
tween this country and Canada, the farmer is just as much en
titled to protection as is the manufacturer, and this bill is a 
violation of the pledge of the Republican platform because it 
fails to give the farmer that protection. If there is no differ
ence in the cost of production, then there should be free trade in 
manufactured products, and the bill is a violation of the pledge 
of the Republican platform because it proposes high tariffs upon 
those products. This country can not prosper, Mr. Chairman 
and it has no right to prosper, if we adopt one policy as apply~ 
ing to one class of our people and u directly contrary policy as 

npplying to another class. [Appla.usl!t on the Republican side.] 
Let us have protection for all, or let us have free trade for all. 
[Applause.] 

l\Ir. HILL. Mr. Chairmnn--
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleDJan from Wisconsin yield 

to the gentleman from Connecticut? 
Mr. LBNROOT. I do. 
l\Ir. HILL. If the gentleman will pardon me I will say that 

I am -very much interested in what the gentlem~n has been sny
ing as to the oquality of protection. How do you reconcile tlle 
fact of 75 per cent to 100 per cent in clifferent farmers' prod
ucts? 

l\Ir. LENROOT. That is true to a certain extent, and it is-
1\fr. HILL. If equality is to be applied to all, why should 

not the woo1grower nud \Ylleat grower have the eame equal per
centage of duty? Wby shoulcl not the lemon grower of Califor
nia and the potnto grower of ~foine be put on the same basis? 

Mr. LENROOT. Becau~e the cost of procluction varies. 
Mr. HILL. Does not the same principle apply to the cost of 

pro<ln<:tion between manufactured goods and farmers' products 
that applies between one farmer's products nnd anotlle-r's? 

l\fr. LENROOT. It d~s; but the principle of tlle difference 
in cost of production should apply to all. I w:rnt to sny to the 
gentleman from Connecticut that if there is no (lifference in tlle 
cost of production between this country nnd Cauaua in agricnl
turnl products, I am willing to vote for free trnde in them but 
if there is a difference I insist that we apply tlle principle of 
protection to them, and I wi8h the gentleman from Connecticut 
would do likewise. 

l\lr. HILL. But the gentleman said a. moment ago tllat the 
bill now pending is a violation of the Republican platform, 
because it levied a duty on manufach1recl products and took it 
off from the farmers' products. Woulcl not tllnt be governed 
entirely by tbe difference in the cost of prounction, and how, if 
there was such a difference, could the platform be violated? 

Mr. LENROOT. I am glad the gentleman brought thnt out. 
I wns basing that statement solely upon the President's mes
sage, stating thnt there wns no difference in cost of prodnction, 
both as to manufactured products aml as to agricultural prod
uct.. And what I insil'ltecl was, with that premise, that both 
classes should be treated alike. [.Applause.] I am aware of the 
fact that it is claimed that upon manufactured products Canada 
refusecl to agree to any lower tariff on imports into Canada. I 
do not question that statement, but it was entirely fea sible to 
proville for absolute free trade with Canada upon all imports 
coming into this country npon Canada's making concess ions by 
wny of lower tariff upon imports into Canada from the Unitecl 
Stutes, and if that had been done the agreement thus mnue 
would have been just as free from the clnim that other coun
tries would be entitled to free trade, because of tlle favored
nation clause in our treaties, as is the pending bill. 

1\:fr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gentleman in 
what he says about manufactures, but I want to ask him tllis 
question: Even though it be admitted that this bill is violative 
of your idea of protection ns to manufacturecl articles, that tbey 
can be manufactured Jn this country, as I think they can, ns 
cheaply as in · Cuna.du, does that affect, as far as it goes, the 
fact that farm products can be raised as cheaply as in Cana(la, 
and are you not violating your principle of protection when yon 
insist, on any account, that the farmer should have a duty on 
wheat when he can raise it here as cheaply as lle can in Can
ada? 

Mr. LEl\TROOT. I want to say to my friend from Texas 
that I do not for one moment insist tllat a farmer sll.ould lla,,e a 
duty on wheat if he can raise it as cheaply as a farmer in 
Canada, but I shall be able to show that the contrary is true, 
and that he can not do so; and that is my whole contentim1 iu 
this debate. 

Mr. HARDY. I think the gentleman was objecting to the bill 
been.use· it did not give the farmer the same protection that it 
does the manufacturer. 

l\Ir. LENROOT. It does not. 
The President in his message based his entire contention 

on the assumption that conditions were so similar in Canada 
that there was no difference in cost of procluction either in 
manufactured articles or agricultural products. If that is so, 
then we should apply the same principle to both manufactures 
and agricultural products. 

l\fr. HARDY. I agree with the gentleman on that proposi
tion ; but, as I understand it, the gentleman opposes the bill on 
the ground that the cost of production of wheat in this country 
is greater than in Canada. 

Mr. LENROOT. It is greater. 
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If we now amend this bill by providing for free trade 
with Cnnnda upon imports coming into this country, if it 
should be found to conflict with the favored-nation clause 
in our trcntics-and I deny tb.at it wiB-then it is only because 
the Preside~1t llas seen fit to make an agreement that did not 
proyidc for .free trade, ancl no mun has been heard to say, ancl 
no man wrn l>e lleut'd to say, that Canada ·would not have been 
as rca.<ly to make the agreement if these greater concessions had 
been included. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD], upon Sntur
dny, made tllc statement that amendments to this bill would km 
the agreement, .and gun~ as his authority a statement of one of 
the Canadian commissioners. Now, I am sure that upon reflec
tion neither the gentle:rru:m from Alabama nor any oilier lawyer 
in this Clmmber vrill undertake to claim that by so amending 
this bill as to provide for free trade in imports from Canada to 
this country will in the slightest degree affect that :igTeement. 
I clo not know llow many :Members are familiar with the Cana
dian bill. I hold a copy of it in my lrnnd, and I want to say to 
tlle Democratic majority tlmt you can place your free list that 
you propose in a separate bill as an amendment to this hil1, and 
it will not affect Dne line or one letter of tlle bill now pending 
in the Canndian Parliament. Let me read one paragraph: 

TllJlt it ls expedient to provide--

I am rending now from the Cunadin.n bill-
that the act proposed to be ·founclocl on tile for~g-0iug resolutions shall 
not come into operation until n date to be named by the governor in 
council in a proclamation to be publislled in the Canada Guzctte. and 
that such proclamation mn.y be issued whenever it appears to tlle 
satisfaction of the governor in council that the United Btates Congress has 
enacted, or will forthwith enact, such legislation as will gl'ant to Canada 
the reciprocal adv:mt~1g-cs provided for in certain correspondence rlutcd 
Washington, January :!l, 1911. between the Hon. P. C. Knox, Secre
tary of State. for tbe United States, and the Hon. W. S. Fieldin~, 
minister of tiu:rnce, for Canada, and 1.be Hou. Willi!l.m Patterson, 
minister of commerce, for Canada. 

Now, will any genUemun claim that if we choose by nrueu<l
mcnt here to gh·e to C!J.noda gren.ter concessions than she h:u; 
·asked Canada is going to object to that bill for that rcason ·t 
No; no one will claim any such nbsurdity as thn.t. 

But, Mr. Chairman, if the policy of protection had been n<.l
llered to by the President, then the constr-r.ction of tllis bill 
would have been radically different from wh:tt we fin<l H. I . 
assert, and shall be ublc to prove from the report of the Presi
dent's own tariff bonrd, tllat the c-0st of production of n~ri
cultural products is mucll less in CruuHl:l than in this c01mtry. 
And, on the other haud, I think I shaH be nble to sllow tlln t tlw 
information at hand fairly .establishes that the cost of lll:tnu
facture of manufactured products is less in this country thnn 
in Cann.du. 

First, as to the cost -Of production of agricultural products. 
TIIE COST OF PP.ODUCTION OF AGRICULTURAL PilODUCTS IS LESS IX CAXADA 

TII.L~ I~ THE UXfTED STATES. 

Let me say a word here with reference to this tariff bonrcl. 
whose figures I shall use. It was a matter of great mtisfnc
tion to me to find in the report of this tori.ff board, appointed 
to ascertain facts, that those facts were ascertained nnd pre
sented to the Congress regardless of whether they sustained tll.c 
President of the United States or not. [Applause on the Re-
1mblican side.] 

In the <lcbate that we had here a few months ago uvon the 
creation of a b..riff commission the sole contention upon the 
part of those who opposed it upon the other side of the Chamber 
was that the members of this Tariff Board, being appointed by 
a Republican President, would be the creatures of the Presi
dent. But in the first report that we have from that Tariff 
Board we find that that report sustains the President of the 
United States in scarcely a single one of his contentions. And 
now that we have this conclusive evidence of the independence 
of that Tariff Board, I sllall hope that during this session of 
the SL"\:ty-sccond Congress you gentlemen upon that side will be 
pn.triotic enough to reverse your positions and faTor the crea
tion of a permanent, nonpartisan tariff commission. [Applanse 
on the Republican side.] 

The report of Presi<leut Taft's Ta.riff Bon.rel shows that the 
vicld per acre of spring wheHt in 1910 averaged 11.7 bushels 
] er acre - in the Uniteu States and 15.53 bushels per .ncrc in 
Canada. In barley the yield in Canada was 24..62 bushels pci· 
acre; in the United States, 22.4 bushels. In oats the ylchl iu 
Canada wns 32.70 bushels per acre; in the United Smtes, 31.9. 
In fla.xseeu the yield wn.s 4.S bushels pe.r acre in the United 
States, while in Canada it was 7.97 bushels. In ha.y the yield 
in the United States was 1.33 tons per acre; in Canada. it was 
1.82 tons. 

TIIE TALUE OF UIPll.OVRD FARM LAND IS LESS IN C.!.::";ADA THA...~ J::-; TRf'l 
UNITED ST.ATES. 

I submit the following table contained in the report of the 
Tariff Commission, page 84: 

Oomparatii;e 'l;alues of farm lands in Canada ana the United States. 

Unit~d. States: 
i\;!l.LilO . ............... -·-···········-········ 
Kw Hampshire .. _ ................................ . 
Ye-rn1ont .......... _ ....... _ ·-- ........... - . --- ... . 
Hhodc Island.- .............................. . 
Connecticut .. _._.·- .. __ .. _ ....... _ ...... _·-
l'ennsyt~ania ................................. . 
Delaware ........ ___ -~ .. ·- __ ..... --·- .. _____ ... ·-
lllincis. ·- ............. ·- ...... -- .. ·- ........ -- . 
I 1~Jinna ...... _ ............ - ....... _ ............. . 
JI L-souri. ..................................... . 
Jowa._ .... ·-- ·----. ··- ·- ..... ·- .. __ .. ·- ·-- .. . 
\\ 'lsconsin. __ ·- .•... - ··- .... - ......... - .. ·--- · -

tg~~k:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Canada: 

Ilritish C-Olumbia. ....... - •. ··---·--·····--
1'.!anit.oba ........................................ .. 
; ·cw Brunswick ..................... _ ......... . 
J\ o'V!l Scotia .................. __ ......... ·- ....... . 
f'ntario ...................... - ... ··-······-··-· 
T'ri 1ce Ed ward Island ....... __ ........... _ ... . 
Qu ~b3' ......... ·· ···········-·············· 
Sas :at.•hcwun ..... ·--. ·- ·- .......... ···-· ... . 
Alberta ................................................ . 

A verai;o A vcrage 
value per value per 

acre of aero of 
impro>ed improved 
land, 1900. land, uno. 

$15 
19 
18 
lil 
42 
46 
S2 
54 
3!) 
25 
50 
35 
33 
2G 

.55 
13 
11 
11 
35 
19 
~4 

7 
7 

$25 
26 
24 
62 
63 
56 
51 

108 
75 
50 

109 
57 
46 
46 

73 
29 
24 
31 
50 
32 
~3 
22 
20 

Per cont ol 
increase. 

67 
37 
33 
22 
50 
20 
S9 

101 
92 

100 
117 
63 
39 
77 

33 
123 
120 
181 

43 
7Q 

80 
201 
lSJ 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield for 
u question r 

i\fr. LENROOT. Y.es. 
l\Ir. HUGIIIiJS of New Jersey. Can the gentlcmn.n explain to 

us why it is that th~ Canadian farmer's land is worth so much 
more and sells for so much less? 

A MEMBER. Produces so much more. 
Mr. LEl\TUOOT. I do not quite get the gentleman's question 
Mr. CARLIN. His question is, Why, when it "Produces so 

much more, it sells for so mueh less? 
Mr. LENROOT. Ileen.use they have not the advantage of 

our markets; und you propose to gi>e them that ad>antuge 
and when yon do the price of their land will be the same-ours 
lower and theirs higher. [Applause on the Republicnn side.] 

l\'Ir. HUGHES of New Jersey. Is it the gentleman's conten 
tion that they do not sell any wheat in Liverpool? 

Mr. LENROOT. They sell wheat in Liverpool. 
Ur. HUGHES of New Jersey. Where do we sell ours? 
Mr. LENROOT. We sell some wheat in Liverpool, but we 

use most of it -0ursel>es. 
Mr. CULLOP. I should like to ask the gentleman a question 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin yield 

to the gentleman from Indiana? 
~fr. LENROOT. Yes. 
Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman is referring to the report of 

the tariff experts who have been in use by the President now 
for n bout two years? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. 
Mr. CULLOP. The · gentleman understands that the Presi 

dent made· up his reciprocity measure from the report of that 
board, do('S he notr! 

Mr. LE:NROOT. I understand directly the contrary. 
Mr. CUI.LOP. Whnt was he having them for, if he was no 

using them for this purpose? 
Mr. LENROOT. The gentleman must ask some other 11erson 

than myself. 
Mr. CULLOP. Can the gentleman tell anythlng that this 

board has e>cr done in the two years that the President has 
had it, with an appropriation of over $500,000 to maintain it? 

l\fr. LENROOT. Yes; I hold in my hn.nd a report from this 
Tariff Boaru; full of information--

:i\fr. CARLil~. Republican information. 
Mr. LENROOT. And if you gentlemen would read this in 

formation your action on this reciprocity bill might be different 
l\ir. CULLOP. The action of the President, I understand the 

gentleman to say, was to run away from his own Tariff Board 
Mr. LENROOT. I can not go aside into a discussion of thn.t 

question. 
Ur. CULLOP. If tlle gentleman will yiel<l. for nnother ques

tion, do I understand him to say that the price of form products 
in the United States is higher than in Camel.a? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I do. 
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Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman regards Chicago as one of the 
leading wheat markets of this country? 

Mr. LENROOT. I regard it as the greatest. 
Mr. CULLOP. Was not the quotation on wheat in Winnipeg 

Saturuay 2! cents per bushel higher than it was in Chicago? 
Mr. LENROOT. It might have been. 
Mr. CULLOP. And more than 5 cents higher than it was in 

St. Louis and more than G cents higher than it was in Kansas 
City? 

Mr. LENROOT. I would say in answer to the gentleman 
that that is not true so far as the same grades are concerned. 

Mr. CULLOP. Was not the quotation of No. 1 wheat in 
Winnipeg at 91 cents a bushel and 88 cents in Chicago? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; the gentleman is mistaken. 
Mr. CULLOP. That was the report in yesterday's papers, 

and is the correct quotation of the price. 
Mr. LE:NROOT. I should be very glad to have the report 

put in the RECORD. The gentleman can not find it. 
l\Ir. CULLOP. If the gentleman will look in the Chicago 

papers of yesterday which came here to-day he will find that 
to be true and I will only be too glad to put the report in the 
RECORD. Now, I want to ask the gentleman a further question. 

l\Ir. LE!\"'ROO'l'. I can not yield further unless I can have 
more time. I want to say in reply to that before I forget it, 
with reference to the price in Chicago of wheat and the price 
"in Winnipeg, that they are entirely different grades of wheat. 
The Winnipeg price is all on Nos. 1 and 2 Northern, the best 
wheat grown in the wide world, while the Chicago prices are 
on contract grades, or No. 2 red, as a rule. 

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman submit to a correction, or 
does be prefer I should wait? 

Mr. LENROOT. I will yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of historical ac

curacy alone and at the gentleman's suggestion, I want to call 
attention to the fact that he· entirely misquoted the productions 
in the other country on wheat. He quoted spring wheat in 
the United States at 11.73 bushels yield and spring wheat in 
Canada at 15.53. As a matter of fact, the great bulk of wheat 
in the United Stutes is winter wheat, in which we excel Canada 
in tlle production per acre, and the great quantity of wheat in 
Canada is spring wheat. I have the figures from the Gov-ern
ment report. It is 11.73 bushels, as he stated, on spring w~ea.t, 
but it is 15.8 on winter wheat, our larger product, and it is 
15.uB in Canada, her almost exclusive product, or about three
tenth~ bushel per acre leS'S than tlie United States. 

Mr. LENROOT. I can not yield further. I wish to correct 
the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. RILL. I have here the.Yearbooks. 
1\Ir. LEJ\TROOT. I hnve the report of President Taft's Tariff 

Bonrd and I um sorry, indeed, to find that the gentleman from 
Conn~ticut, wllo bas struggled as bard as any 1\Iember in this 
House to secure the creation of a tariff board, is unwi1ling to 
abide by the fignres submitted by that board. I find from the 
figures of the Tariff Board that the production of winter wheat 
in Canada is yery much greater per acre than the prod_uction 
in tlle United States. [Applause.] 

Mr. HILL. I admit it; but I say that very little winter 
whe:i.t is raised in Canada; it is spring wheat which they raise. 
I will give the figures to the gentleman in my own time. 

l\fr. LENROOT. The report shows that the yield is greater 
in e;priug wheat and winter wheat in Canada; greater in botll. 
I hn...-e just introduced a table, Mr. Chairman, showing the 
valncs of improved farm lands in this country and Canada. 

i\Ir. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. LE1'"'ROOT. For a question? 
l\Ir. IIARRISO~ of New York. On the matter of prices of 

farm commouities. 
Mr. LENROOT. I llave not got to that yet. 
l\fr. ~RISON of New York. The gentleman has-discussed 

the prices of wllcat. 
Mr. LENROOT. I was discussing the yield, and not the 

prices. l\fr. Chairman, immediately following this table in the 
report of the Tariff Board we find the following: 

In the great farming States of Iowa, Indiana, and Illinois the values 
of farm land are very much higher than in any of the Canadian Prov
inces. In Illinois and Iowa they are a little over twice as high as in 
Ontario. 

From the table I have quoted it will be observed that in Wis
consin the value of improved farm land is given at $57 per 
acre, while in the great Province of Manitoba it is only $29. 
TIIE COST OF FARl\I LABOR IS IlIGIIER IN THE UNITED STATES THA:-l' 1:-l' 

CANADA. 

I will submit n table taken from a report of the Tariff Board, 
page 85, whicll I ask leave to insert in my remarks. 

The CilAIRi\IAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks per· 
mission to put in his remarks certain tables which have been 
referred to. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
Li verage wages of agricultural labor, ioith board, in specified, States, 

eastern Canada, aiid British Oolumbia, 1909. 

United States: 2 
Maine .........•.......•.•...............••••••.. 
New York ..................................... . 
Michigan ...............................•....... 

~N~~;~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
North Dakota ......•........................... 
Iowa ........................................... . 
Ohio ........•......•......••.....•..•........•.. 
Vermont ....................................... . 
Montana ....................................... . 
Washington .••..••.•••..•..•..•..•.•........... 
Missouri. ••....••................•.•••.•.••..... 

Canada:s 
Prince Edward Island .••••..•.................. 
Nova Scotia .........•...•.•.•...•..••••.•...... 
New Brunswick ....••.......................... 
Quebec .•........•...........•....•......•...... 

Ontario .•..•..•..•..••....•• ·-·················· 

British Columbia .•....•••...•.......•.•..•.•....•.. 

By the month. 

Hiring 
by the 
season. 

S27.60 
26.00 
25.10 
29.25 
28.57 
33.34 
28.93 
22.11 
26.86 
39.29 
36.39 
21.10 

17.25 
21.20 

22.59 

23.33 

21.52 

30.50 

Hiring 
by the 
year. 

In ho.r
vcst.1 

$23. 17 $1. 63 
22.08 1. 77 
21. 57 I. 75 
23. 98 2.23 
24.39 1. 79 
27.01 2.58 
25.63 2.08 
19.19 I. 67 
24. 03 I. 73 
35. 00 2. 23 
31.32 2. 34 
18. 85 1. 50 

10. 87 (•) 

15.90 { ·~ 

1~:: i·······:~g 
17.63 :~g 
20.69 G ·~ 

i Wnges by the day. 
2 Advance figures from unpublished bulletin on agricultural wngcs by 

Department of Agriculture. 
a :b'rom Canadian Census and Statistics Monthly, Jan., 1911, p. 2. 
' Wa~es by the month. 
G Includes only lodging. 
Mr. LENROOT. This table shows conclusi>ely that farm 

labor is much more costly in the United States than in 
Cana<ln. In Wisconsin the cost per month runs from $24.39 to 
$28.57, while in the neighboring Province of Ontario it is only 
from $17.63 to $21.52. 

1\fr. LO BECK. How about Saskatchewan? 
l\Ir. LENROOT. That is much higher, but compared with the 

States of Washington and Montana it is higher in the United 
States. 

Mr. LOBECK. The price of farm labor in Saskatchewan 
.Mr. LENROOT. I can not yield further. 
Mr. LOBECK. I would like to say something on that. 
Mr. LENROOT. The gentleman will have to do it in his own 

time. 
'.l'HE rRICE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS IS JIIUCII IllGIIER IN TIIE UNITED 

STATES TITAN IN CANADA. 

.According to the report of the Tariff Board, the average price 
of spring wheat received by the farmer in Canada in 1910 was 
73.8 cents per bushel, while our farmers received 80.8 cents per 
bushel, or 1G cents per bushel more than the Canadian farmer 
recei...-ed. According to the report of the Tariff Board, for hi,S 
barley the Canadinn farmer received 47.4 cents, while our farm
ers averaged 57.8 cents per bushel, or 10.4 cents more per 
busllel than the Cnnadinn farmer. For his flaxseed the Cana
dian farmer received. ~2.07 per bushel, while our farmer re
ceived $2.30 per bushel, or 23 cents per bushel more than the 
Canadian farmer. 

l!'or his hay-and I hope the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. PETERS] is in the Chamber-the Canad.Ian farmer received 
$9.66 per ton, while our farmers received $12.26. per ton, or 
$2.GO per ton more than the Canadian farmer. It is tru~ a few 
moments ago that the gentleman from Mas8;Uchusetts d~d take 
certain figures out of the report of this Tariff .Board with ref
erence to a difference in favor of Canada, but if he had lookecl 
at the table showing the general averages and conclusions of 
the Tariff Board he would have seen that upon the average 
the farmer in this country received $2.60 per ton more for his 
bny than did the Canadian farmer. 

From this report it appears, then, that in the raising of 
wlleat the Canadian farmer bas the advantage of a yield of 3.83 
bushels per acre more than our farmer, in barley his yield is 
2.22 bushels per acre greater, in oats 0.89 bushel per acre 
greater, in flaxseed 3.17 bushels per acre gr~ater, and in J;ay his 
yield. is 0.49 of a tori per acre greater. The cost of his land 
is from one-third to one-half less than ours, and the cost of 
his help is from 15 to 40 per cent less, and yet it is proposed 
to compel our farmers to compete with him upon a free-traue 
basis without giving to our farmers any compensation in snl>
st:mtially lower duties upon the things that they must pur
chase. 
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Upon Saturday the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
KrTcrrrN] called as witnesses Senators GALLINGER and LODGE, 
members of the Senate committee who made the report upon 
the cost of living. 

It will be remembered that he told us that that report con
clusiyely showed that in prices the farmers of this country had 
no adnmtage over those of Canada, and that especially 
with reference to the price of wheat the price of wheat in this 
country was controlled by tlle world's market. In proof of that 
he read from the report, that upon a certain day or in a certain 
year wheat was 2 cents higher per bushel in Liverpool than it 
was in Chicago. That was true, but if the gentleman had 
turned to another page of the report he would have found that 
this same committee reports that the transportation rate from 
Chicago to Liverpool was 17 cents a bushel on wheat, so that 
when wheat is worth 2 cents more per bushel in Liverpool 
than it is in Chicago, it means that there is a difference in 
favor of this country, or a higher price, in other words, of 
15 cents a bushel, the difference between the transportation 
rate of 17 cents and the higher price of 2 cents in Liverpool. 
The gentleman can not be allowed to impeach his own witness, 
but I will be fairer than he was. As a general rule I would not 
care to call those gentlemen as witnesses and abide by their 
conclusions, and I want to be entirely fair and say that the 
transportation rates that they give of 17 cents a bushel from 
Chicago to Liverpool is too high. The actual rate is about lH 
cents, and let me say this, that the transportation rate on 
wheat from Chicago to Liverpool is less than it is from Chicago 
to New York, showing conclush·ely that as in the case of 
lemons, after the Payne-Aldrich bill was passed, the railroads 
prop6Red to secure for themselves a portion of this higher price 
of grain in this country. 

You remember how the gentleman from North Carolina drew 
a word picture of the insurgents and standpatters joining hands 
and waltzing around and singing hosannas and hallelujahs to 
the farmer. We remember that. I will ask you, Who is going 
to receive the benefit of this reciprocal agreement? I will tell 
you some of the people who will receh"e it. When this bill 
passes, the Beef Trust, upon the basis of their shipments into 
Canada last year, will save $230,213 in duties, increasing their 
profits to that extent when you pass this bill. The Agricultural 
Implemeri.t Trust .will receive, from the reduction of tariff rate8 
upon their exports into Canada, $218,488 annually. And, Mr. 
Chairman, I might draw another picture of the Democrats upon 
tba t side of the House joining hands with a Republican Presi
dent and singing hosannas and hallelujahs to the Beef Trust 
and to the Agricultural Implement Trust. [.Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Mr. Chairman, I assert that the cost of manufacturing is, as 
a rule, less in this country than in Canada. 

As to manufactured articles we have no report from the Tariff 
Board, presumably because there has not been sufficient time 
for the board to make an investigation of this question. We 
have, however, information of a general nature tending strongly 
to show that the cost of manufacturing is less in this country 
than in Canacla. It is a significant fact that the Canadian Gov
ernment has refused to permit free trade in manufactured ar
ticles imported from the United States. If the cost of manu
facturing is greater in Canada than in this country, why this 
refusal on the part of Canada? She favors free trade in agri
cultural products, because it is shown that the cost of pro
duction is less in Canada than in this country. She opposes 
free trade in manufactured products presumably because 
the cost of manufacturing is greater in Canada than in this 
country. 

But stronger evidence is at band than conclusions to be 
drawn from the action of Canada. In 1910 our manufacturers 
shipped into Canada agricultural implements to the value of 
$3,900,000, upon which they paid a duty of from 17' to 25 per 
cent ad valorem. 

Portable engines to the value of $1,799,000 were shippecl into 
Canada and paid a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem. 

Automobiles to the value of $1,5G!),000 were shipped into 
Canada and paid a duty of 35 per cent ad valorem. 

On the other hand, there were imported into the United States 
from Canada of these articles, agricultural implements to the 
value of $84.000; portable engines, none, so far as our records 
show; and automobiles, none. This, l\fr. Chairman, in the ab
sence of direct eviclence as to the costs of production, must I 
think, convince any impartial mind that the cost of manuf;c
turing is, generally speaking, less in the United States than in 
Canada. I do not wish, however, to be understood as saying 
that the price to the consumer is less in the United States than 
in Canada, for I believe the contrary is true. I believe that an 
in-restigation will show that many manufactured products are 

shipped to Canada, the duty paid, and the price paid by the 
consumer there is less than the price paid by the consumer here. 

If manufactured articles were admitted free from Canada 
it would compel our manufacturers, when they monopolize 
our markets, to lower the price to the consumers in the United 
States to the point where Canadian manufacturers could com
pete with and undersell them if they did not. 

Earlier in my rema:rks I stated that I would try to demon
sh·ate that the degree of protection granted to American manu
facturers is greater in this bill than they now enjoy under the 
Payne-Aldrich law. In other words, as to many manufactured 
articles the protective duties are actually higher in this bill 
than in the Payne-Aldrich law. 

I will first take wheat and the product of wheat, which is flour. 
The present tariff upon wheat is 25 cents per bushel. It re

quires 4! bushels of wheat to produce 1 barrel of flour. 
Now, it is a fact familiar to all who have studied tariff rates 

that we have two classes of rates, known as compensatory and 
protective rates. When a tariff is levied upon raw material, in 
considering the rnte to be levied upon the manufactured prod
uct, the first question to be determined is how much of a duty 
shall be levied to compensate the manufacturer for the duty 
upon the raw material. 

.l!'or instance, when we levy a rate of 25 cents a bushel on 
wheat, the manufacturer of flour is first entitled to a duty equul 
to that which would be laid if the flour was imported in the 
form of wheat. That duty in the case of flour is four and a 
half times 25 cents, or $1.12. This is only imposing a duty of 
25 cents a bushel on the wheat in tlie flour, and thus far the 
manufacturer bas received no protection whatever in the $1.12. 
This is the compensatory duty, and ndded to that is, or should 
be, a protective duty, covering the difference in the cost of pro
duction at home and abroad, if there be any such difference. 

In the Payne-Aldrich law, while the duty on wheat is 25 
cents per bushel, the duty on flour is 25 per cent ad valorem. 
The flour that we exported into Canada in 1910 was valued on 
the average at $5 per barrel. Twenty-five per cent of this sum 
is $1.25, which would be the duty upon a barrel of flour. This 
includes both the compensatory and the protective rate. The 
compensatory rate is, as I have shown, $1.12, leaving, under 
the Payne-Aldrich law, 13 cents per barrel as the protection to 
the manufacturer. 

Now, what is proposed in this bill? Wheat is made free; so 
there is no compensatory rate to be considered. Therefore, if 
no higher protective rate was imposed than is contained in the 
Payne-Aldrich bill, the rate upon flour would be 13 cents per 
barrel. But what do we find? It is proposed to grant the flonr 
manufacturer a tariff rate of 50 cents per barrel, or nearly 300 
per cent more protection than he enjoys under the Payne-Aldrich 
law. [Applause.] I could go on and make the same demonstra
tion as to beef, and every other manufactured article in the bill, 
where the raw material is admitted free, but I will not take the 
f!m~e~·~l~oa s~a~Y 0~~~!~~~t~o~~ure it out for himself, for it 

Upon the question _of flour, too, I would observe this, that 
this proposed rate of 50 cents a barrel is more than twice the 
entire cost of the manufacture of a barrel of flour. During 
the vacation I was at home. My own city of Superior Wis. 
is a large milling center, destined, I believe, to beco~e th~ 
largetit upon the continent. I asked one of the mill experts 
there whether he could tell me what the cost of the manufac
ture of a barrel of flour was. He took his pencil and figured for 
a time, and replied that with a mill running fairly continuously 
the cost was 18 cents per barrel. I asked him if that include1l 
interest on the investment, because I wanted to get at this 
reasonable profit that has been spoken of. He said, "No." r 
nsked him to :figure that, and he did. He replied that it would 
be 3 cents a barrel. So he gave the entire cost of the 
manufacture of a barrel of flour, including interest on the 
investment, as 21 cents per barrel. And yet you are asking us 
to vote, and you Democrats are proposing to vote, for a tariff 
upon flour of 50 cents a barrel, or more than twice the entire 
cost of manufacture. It is just such things as these, l\Ir. 
Chairman, that endanger the whole policy of protection. Those 
who \Ote for this bill will be under the necessity of makin..,. 
some explanation of why they voted for free trade for one clas~ 
of our people and a tariff rate of more than double the entire 
cost of manufacture for the manufacturer. 

I understand that you gentlemen on the other side claim that 
you have another bill coming in here that is going to take caro 
of that; that you propose to put those things upon the free list 
that we are criticizing now. Well, if you are in good faith in 
that, if you want to legislate for the country instead of trying 
to make political capital, why do you not put it as an amend
ment upon this bill? [.Applause.] You can not be heard to say 
that it will endanger this agreement if you put that free list as 
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an amendment to this bill, because there is no intelligent man 
npon that side of the Chnmber-and I think most of them are 
intelligent-who will undertake to say that that will in\.aJidate 
the agreement. Now, why do you not do it? What do you pro
pose and what is your hope? Your hope is that you can pa-ss 
that free list bill through this House, ·and that 'it will be 
vetoed by President Taft. 

H you do not want that, put it n.s -an amendment on this bill, 
and if the reciprocity bill is signed, .as it would be, this would 
go with it, and then you would be entitled to some m·edit for 
legislating for tbe people of the United States inst-ro.d of merely 
playing poHtics wHh great measures. [.Applause on the Re
publican side.] 

The CHA.IR.:.\!AN. The time o.f the ;gentleman has expired~ 
Mr. LENROOT. I would like to have 10 minutes more. 
Mr. DALZELL. 1\fr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 10 

minutes more. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog

niz-ed for 10 minutes more. 
Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, this bill will not red ace the· · 

cost of living, and that, I think, is now admitted on both sides 
of the Chamber. -The people do ·not -eat cattle upon the hoof, 
that are admitted free. They do eat beef, which will ha·rn a tariff 
of H cents a pound. ·The -price of beef to the consumer will 
not be reduced. The Beef Trust will have an excuse for reduc
·rng t'he price of cattle to our farmers because of the increased 
supply, but there wm b.e no reduction of price to the consumer_, 
and the oiily resu1t wi'll be to increase the profits '()f the Beef 1 

Trust. 
Wheat is free; but, as I ha.ve shown, there will ..remain a 

tariff of 50 cents .a barrel upon flour. 
Flaxsee<l is free, but linseed -0il, which is controlled by the 

Oil Trust and is a product of fi:ixsced, will ha Ye imposed on it 
a tariff of 1u cents per gallon still. What is 'true with respect . 
to the articles that I have named is true also of practically eyery 
other article of manufactured food _products. 

Mr. Cha.irmn.n, there has never been a bill proposed before 
Congress upon w.hich there has been :rn much misrepresenta
tion as this bill. In the cities tbrougbout the country this bill 
is being urged upon the ground that it will reduce the cost of 
Jiving. In the country the attempt is being made to convince · 
the farmer that it will not rnduce the price of his J;ITOducts. 
In my judgment, neither statement is true. It will not reduce 
the cost of living, for a high tariff remains upon prncticalJy all 
food products that the peop":l.e use. .It will r.educe tll.e _price to 
the farmer of agricultural products by means of the increased 
:supply, but the only beneficiaries will be the manufacturers of 
food products, enabling them to pay still greator diYidends upon 
their watered stocks. 

When a Republican President joins with the foes iQf the pro
tective system in forcing free trade upon a large class of people, 
I, so far as my {!Onduct is concerned, shall insist upon n con
sistent policy and shall ·rnte for free trade upon those articles 
of necessity which the farmer must use. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] I will h..'lT"C more confidence in securing that 
compensation to the farmer if you will submit 3·om.· free list, 
as I ha.ve indicated, a.s .an amendment to this bill, !llld I chal
lenge any Member on the other side of the House during this 
debate to furnish some good reason why you shoultl not. 

When a spirit of justice and equal treatment of all of our 
citizens shall again prevail, and it surely will, then I shall be 
ready to take up all of these <}uestions and -rote to place duties 
upon all products, whethci· of EOil or factory, tbn.t are nutura.lly 
produced in this country, based upon the difference in tlle cost 
of production at home and abroad. [Appla.use on the Repub
lican side.] 

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairmun, I yield GO minutes to tlle gen
tleman from Indiana [l\.Ir. CRUMPACKER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentle.mn.n from Indi.:3.na is recognized 
for 50 minutes. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Ch:iirman, at the outset ·I ask 
unanimous consent that I may extend my remarks in the 
RECOiill. 

The CIIA.mM.AN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. C&mr
PA.CKEB] asks una..ni.mous -consent to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. Is there objection? {After a pause.] The Chair heai:s 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRUMP .ACKER. l\.Ir. Chairman, if the trade arrange
ment negotiated between the United St.ates and Canada in 
185-1 had not b-een abrogated, in my humble judgment there 
would not be one man in a thousand on either side of the 
line to-day who would not earnestly oppose its abrogation.. 
If the Louisiana Purchase had not been consummated and 
the Mississippi River had remained the western boundary of 
the Republic, there would ha.ve been a tariff wall along that 

boundary from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico; and if n propo
sition were to be made now to establish more liberal trade 
relations between the people on the ea.st :side !1.nd those on 
the west side of that line there would be frantic objection 
to it on both sides. The ·people on the east side would vro
test that they could not compete with th-e pauper labor .md 
the cllea.p lands with fubufous producin~ capacity in low.a and 
other sections in the \Yest The people west of the river w::mlcl 
proclaim with as much vehemence that froe competition mc:rnt 
disaster and ruin to iheir industries. It is snfc to make e 1ese 
assertions, Mr. Chairman, because 1101Jody can disprove t ltem. 
I make them for the purpose of suggesting to the House the 
disposition of many people to protest agaiust any change in 
existing conditions. Many seem to :uct npon the theory tllat 
the existing situation can not b"e impro-vetl, and ft-cy conjure up 
in their imaginations fears of :ill kinds of .evil at the mere sug
gestion of a chn.ngc. This seems to lJe true of s~me Members 
of this oody in the consiUcration of the -g:rea.t measure thnt is 
pending before Congress a.t tllts time. They sec in it ali kinds 
of certain disa.ster, without :a single beneficent Uf;pect. 'This 
hns been true of e\ery grc..n.t, prQgressiye moyem-ent in the 
world's history. If, centuries a.~o, the !PCOple of the worlcl ha-d 
admitted thai: the ea rth was l'ound, they surely would have 
faHe.i1 -Off into space when their heads were downward turned. 
[Ln nghter.] 

Ur. ·Chairrman, it seems to me that some of the debates npon 
this guestion ju'!ti:fy the criticism I haT"e suggested . I rer.tl in 
the American Economist a few days a® a Jetter from my frlend, 
the distinguished .gentleman f.rom Kansas [Mr. CA~I!PnELL], who 
rncently paid a visit to the Dominion of nad.4. with :a yiew, I 
presume, of inYestigating couditions tilere, so Uint he might 
Yote intelligently upon this proposition. Iu that letter he said 
they were successfully raising wheat at this time as fur 11 o:rth 
as 70° north latitude, usout .200 miles north of ·tlle Arctic Circl~ 
closer to the North Pole than to the boundary line between 
Canada and the United States. Perhn..p-s he is right, but if I am 
correctly infm.·rned in relation to the geogrnphy .wd developm.ent 
of Canada, there is not n railroad within GOO miles of the 
seventieth degree of north la.titu<le. It is possibJe that we can 
HOW find some -excuse, som-c justification for the claim that Dr. 
Cook m:i<le to having <liscovercd the North Pole. It may be that 
be got lost in u Canadiau wheat ficld nncl what he found there 
wns not the North Pole, but n big stack of wheat, waitiu~ in 
cold storage for the reciprocity bill to go through in order that 
it miglat come down and create hn.Yoc in the wllent market at 
l\:finneupo1is a.nd Chicago. [Lnugllter.] 

IlEOll'IlOCITY AXD .I'IlOTL:CTIO~. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a practical question to be determined 
from the -standpoint of the two countriiei:i, and there are certain 
fundamental things that "\ve may know as n. mn.tter of common 
knowledge. It is not necessary to go to tlle North Pole to find 
out whetller wheat cun be raised there successfully. It is not 
nccess::i.ry to travel to the moon to understand tlle law that 
bolds th.at luminary in its orbit. I think we know n.s much 
·a.bout that law as even the man in the moon knows. We should 
take n. broad view of this mrosurc nnd ccmsicler it from the 
st:rnupoint of the whole country and not settle it altogether IJe
cauee of its l>en.ring upon the "Production of codfish in Ma.ssachn
-setts or !Jeans in Michigan or llops in Oregon. We should con-
8ider it .from the standpoint of tile future :us well as of the 
J;l'ICSent. 

It is charged that this measure is un-Rermblicau; that it is not 
in hurmony with the Republican position upon the policy of 
protection. I hope I am n Republican. I think I nm. I nm n. 
firm believer in the policy of protection, but my understnrnling 
of that poHcy is that it is designed to promote industrinl de
ycJopruent in our own country, designed to incre::ise to the l.ligh
est degree the opportunities for the employment '()f .American 
capital nnd .American labor. No person or cL'lSS of person~ has 
any vested right to protection against foreign competition. 
Protection can not be justly npplie:l simply to increase the 
prices and profits of any class of producers. One industry has 
no right to claim protection simply because as n. matter of pub
lic policy protection may be extencled to another industry. The 
sole question .should be the public welfare. Whenever and 
whereYer reasonable customs discrimination in fnvor of a line 
of industries will promote the general -goocl, that cliscriminn.tion 
ought to be made, but when it _will not promote the general 
good, either directly -0r indirectly, the clisc~.'iminn ti on should not 
be made. The wise application of the policy of prot-cction will 
promote industrial growth nnd advance the public intcr~sts. 
While an unwise application of that policy may benefit n. f:Jl<! i·inl 
cl.a.SS, it will ret.ard industrial progress and opera.te ngaim:t tllc 
common good. I be).ieYe that the best friends of the po1i ~· ;;· ot 
protection are not those who insist upon the maintenance of 
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nnnece~snrily high duties nor those who regard it as a special 
fa:rnr to any class of producers, but those who contend for 
duties only high enongh to coyer the difference in cost of pro
duction here and abroad, imposed only for the advancement of 
the common good. 

I agree witll the gentlcmnn from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT], 
wllo just addressed the House, that the same policy should be 
applied to the products of the soil as is applied to the products 
of the fnctory; thnt no distinction ought to be made in favor 
of one cla ss as agninst another class, and that protectiYe duties 
nre justified only from the standpoint of the common welfare. 
If I did not firmly belieYe thnt the farmers of the United States 
cnn produce whent, oats, barley, hogs, cattle, and every product 
of the farm ns cheaply as tlley can be produced in Canada, I 
wonld not support this measure. Agriculture is the first in
dustry in every country, and when the farmers are prosperous 
that prosperity is shared by every otller ~line of business, and 
when the farmers are in hard lines general prosperity is im
possible. The railroads, the factories, and the merchants -de
pend primarily upon the farmers for business. 

Our Democratic friends sny this bill is one of their brood. Of 
course their progeny, like Laban's flocks, are so motley and 
variegated, so "ringstraked and spotted," that it is difficult to 
say whnt they may lcgimately lay claim to in the way of tariff 
legislation. [Langhter and n11plause on the Republican side.] 
If I remember ""correctly, under the McKinley tariff law a Repub
lican administration ncgotinted a number of reciprocity treaties 
with foreign countries, lowering the rate of duties, and wllen 
the Democrats came into control of the Government under 
Grover Cleveland in 18!>3 they enacted a law that repealed 
every one of those treaties and made no provision whatever for 
such international trade arrangements as is embodied in the 
pending bill. 

I haYe neYer understood that reciprocity was a part of the 
policy of a tariff for revenue only; This bill gives up nearly 
$5,000,000 of revenue a year; so it would be a contrndiction in 
terms to call it a tariff for revenue only measure. Where does 
the revenue come in? Reciprocity is a corollary of the policy of 
protection. They neatly and logically dovetail into each other. 

RECIPROCITY AND TIIE FARMER. 

A great deal has been said, and a great deal more will be 
said, in the course of this discussion respecting agriculturnl 
conditions in the United States and in Canada and the relative 
cost of farm prouucts in the two countries. Wheat seems to be 
occupying the spotlight in this discussion. Farm products are 
controlled more by the law of supply and demand and less by 
the cost of production than any other commodities. I have no
ticed that whenever any attempt has been made to liberalize 
our trnde relations with the people in tropical Countries we 
ha\e been met with the argument that the standard of living is 
necessarily low in the Tropics; that generous nature supplies 
most of the food; that no fuel, little clothing, and compara
tively little shelter are required, and therefore the people of 
the United States can not successfully compete with tropical 
people because of these vital differences in conditions. 

Now, on the other band, the assertion is made that we can 
not successfully compete in production with those who live to 
the north of us, where tlle climnte is much more rigorous, 
where they. require warmer clothes, more expensive shelter, 
more food, and more fuel. Judging from the character of the 
delJates in Congress on this class of measures, one might natu
rally conclude that our country is the most unfortunate spot on 
God's green earth; that we can not compete with anybody or 
anything, anywhere, at any time. [Laughter and applause.] 

While I am not willing to accept any such conclusion, I do 
'not think we can successfully compete in many lines of produc
tion with densely populated countries where wages are low, 
lalJor efficient, and the standard of living greatly below our 
own. But consider the fundamental conditions as they exist in 
Canada in relation to agriculture. 

I have no doubt you can go to Manitoba. or Saskatchewan or 
Alherta and with a pad and a pencil reckon the price of land, 
the cost of labor, seed, tools, and implements, and the yield of 
a quarter section of wheat, and by the process of mathematkal 
reckoning ascertain the cost of production of wheat there by 
the bushel. By the same method the cost of production of 
whent on a quarter section of land can be ascertained in Minne
sota, Oklahoma, or Missouri, and it is possible that the farm 
cost will be slightly less in Canada. It will be discovered that 
the cost of living, labor, implements, and machinery is as high 
in the three Canadian Provinces as it is in this country, but 
land is cheaper there. Production, however, includes market
ing and our advantage in that respect more than offsets the 
cheapness of Canadian land. The farmers of Kansas and 
Nebraska can produce and deliver wheat in Liverpool, the 

worlu's market, at a smaller cost thnn can the farmers of 
l\Innitoba or Saskatchewan. But the American farmer has 
other great advantages over the Canadian farmer aside from 
facilities for trnnsportntion and marketing. When I speak of 
the Canadian farmers in this connection I refer to the farmers 
in the prairie Provinces west of the Red River of the Nortll. 

BENEFITS OF DIVERSIFIED F.\RllIIl\O. 

In this country farming is diversified. Our farmers raise 
wheat, onts, corn, cattle, and hogs. Crops grow in this country 
eight months in the year and cattle and hOf!S grow all the year 
through. Our farmers have something growing into money all 
the time. They find employment on the farm, more or less, 12 
months in eyery yenr. On account of tlle climate the Canrrdian 
farmer raises only small grains. He can not raise corn nnd of 
course can not raise cattle and hogs witll great success on that 
account. His crop is planted, harvested, and marketed within 
five months, and during the other seven months he has little 
employment on the farm. He has little, if anything, growing 
into money. Many Onnadian farmers leave their farms during 
the long winter months and work for wages in the forests and 
the conl mines. In diversified farming each ·crop is raised nt 
a snrnller cost than is possible where only one kind of gruin 
is raised. They say land is cheap in Canada. It is as compareu 
with some land in the United States. 

But there is a great difference in the value of lands in the 
United States. Some lands in this country can be bought for 
$2 an acre, while there are great arens of farm lands that are 
worth $200 an acre. Why is this difference? It is because of 
the difference in the producing capacity of the lands. Canadian 
Ian.els will neYer be worth anything near as much as the lands 
in Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, and some other Stntes in the Union. 

Mr. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. CRUMPACKER. I will yield for a question. 
l\Ir. WARBURTON. Is it not a fact that in the snme longi

tude, 5 miles on either side of the boundary, the lnnu on tl1e 
United States side is worth twice what the same quality of land 
is on tbe other side? 

l\lr. CRUMPACKER. Well, that is possible; that is Yery 
likely. It is not altogether the difference in producing capacity 
that makes the difference in the value of the land in this 
country and in Canada. I will be frank. Western Canada is 
sparsely settled and poorly developed as compared with this 
country. Under its last census the density of po1m1ntion in 
Canada was a man and a quarter to a square mile of area. It 
is not organized, and there are some other reasons. It llas not 
the market facilities that we have. 

Mr. WARBURTON. Is it not just as necessary for the 
farmer along the boundary line in the United States to go to the 
mines in the winter as it is for the farmer on the Canadian 
side to do that? 

l\Ir. CRUMPACKER. The closer to Canada the greater is 
that necessity, I conceive. 

1\Ir. W ARilURTON. And the fact is this-
Mr. ORUl\IPAOKER. I guess the gentleman is right about 

that. 
l\:Ir. W ARBUilTON. That in the Dakotas and in Montnna 

and all along that line those same conditions prevail, and lbe 
farmers, just like the Canadian farmers, must farm to wlleat 
and nothing else, practically. 

l\Ir. CRUMPACKER. Yes; and that is one reason wby the 
· lands in the United States along the Canadian border arc not 
worth much and they will never be worth much, compared to 
lands better located. Take any country that cnn produce only 
small grains and experience has demonstrated that in a com
paratively few years of successive cultivation the capacity of 
the land to successfully produce is greatly · reduced. Last year 
the a>erage yield of wheat in North Dakota was 5 bushels to 
the acre. They raised a little flint corn in that State, and the 
average yield was 14 bushels to the acre. 

Mr. OLINE. I would like to inquire of the gentJQman whether 
in a combination of crop raising like we have in this latitude 
they do not raise the crop that they raise in a one-crop coun
try like Canada cheaper and make more money on it, though 
if raised alone here it would cost more than in the one-crop 
country? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is exactly my contention. They 
raise all of the crops at a smaller cost because of the diversi
fication. If one crop only is cultivated, its failure means dis
tress; but if that crop is a success, much time and money are 
lost, because the tenant is employed only for that one crop. 
He and his land must be idle more than if his farming con
sisted of several kinds of crops and the raising of meat and 
dairy animals besides. Different kinds of cropi oermit of 
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rotation and the consequent keeping up of the !ertility of the 
land. C::muda is a one-crop country. 

A quarter section of good prairie land in the State of Illinois 
will procluce more, one year with another, and is worth more 
than two a-rnrage sections in the prairie area of western Can
ada. Canada is poorly de>eloped; there is much unculti\ate<l 
land in its "·estcrn ProYinces. I ren<l a recent history of Can
ada, written by an Englishman. He sai<l that after successive 
culti\ation of fiye years in small grains the producing power of 
the western lands begins to decline. They can not rotate witll 
corn, they can not raise clover, and the wise farmers in 1\Iani
tol>a and Saskatchewan advertise and sell their impro-.ed lands 
after five or six years of culti\ation and buy new and unim
pro•cd l:rncls, to get the benefit of their \irgin fertility. 

Mr. HELGESEN. I Ih·e in North Dakota. The gentleman 
from Indiana has stated the yielcl of wheat and corn last year, 
and I would like to know if he wants the people to believe that 
is the average of North Dakota in raising wheat and corn? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER I just referred to last year. I have 
the crop report of the Agricultural Department to support the 
statement. 

Mr. HELGESEN. I want to tell the gentleman that I ha\e 
Uved there for 25 years, and there has never been a year that 
we did not raise more than double that quantity until last year, 
which was an exception. 
· Mr. CRUMPACKER. But you do not _raise any corn. 

Mr. HELGESEN. The corn crop is increasing every year. 
Mr. CRU:MPACKER. You only planted two or three hundre<l 

thousand acres last year, while your neighbor, South Dakota, 
planted between two and three million acres in corn. 

Mr. HELGESEN. Twenty-fl-re years ago they did not ha-.e 
:my more tlrn n we have. 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. It seems that the further you get away 
from Canada the better your lands will produce. 

Mr. HELGESEN. We will discuss that later. 
SCOPE OF TIIl!l MEASURE. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER: I would be glad if this measure were 
broader in its scope. I ha-re no doubt that we can manufacture 
commodities as cheaply in the United States as they can in 
Canada along almost every line. We ought to be able to do so. 
Our industrial organization is infinitely better than the indus
trial organization of Canada. We can employ machinery in 
manufacturing to the very highest possible advantage and Can
ada can not because her market is more limited. I would be 
glad to have substantially all manufactured commodities on the 
free list between this country and Cannda. But it takes two to 
make a bargain, and the Canadian representatives refused to 
make further concessions on mn.nufactures. They looked ncross 
the line into this country and saw what wonderful progress we 
have made under the policy of protection; how we ha\e built up 
our magnificent home markets and maintained the highest stand
ard of wages and the highest standard of living of any people on 
earth, and it seemed good to them. Several years ago Cauncla 
adopted the same policy, and one result has been to cause a large 
number of American establishments to build branch factories in 
Canada to supply the ma.rket there and escape the Canadian 
tariff. Those branch factories employ Canadian labor and arc 
building up the Canadian home market for the benefit of the 
farmers, railroads, and producers there. While the reciprocity 
agreement is not as comprehensive as I would like to have it, it 
is a large step in the right direction and doubtless will lead to a 
still more liberal policy. 

Mr. COOPER Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRU:i\IPA.CKE.R. I will yield for a question. 
Mr. COOPER Just for a question. The gentleman said be 

would have been glad to have seen farm implements put upon 
the free list. The gentleman was on the committee, I think, 
and he ought to remind the Bouse of this fact, which Ile re
members, that the Payne tariff law put agricultural imple
ments on the free list that come from other countries that ad
mit them into their ports free of cluty. 

l\'Ir. CRUMPACKER. Yes. 
Mr. COOPER. And the tariff is only 15 per cent, and the 

reason they have not gone on the free list is thn t other coun
tries will not consent to it. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is a pertinent statement to put 
in my remarks at this juncture, ·and I thank the gentleman for 
it. We h..•ffe now reciprocal free trade in agricultural imple
ments with the world, and the only reason we ha -.e not been 
able to get into Canada with our implements free of duty is 
because Canada will not ma.kc the concession. 

PnICES IN TIIE U:'<ITED STATES AXD CANADA. 

Much has been said about the comparati\'e price of com
modities on thls side of the line and on the Canadian side, and 

the price of wheat has been quoted in Winnipeg, Minneapolis, 
and Chicago. It is true that for the last six or eight years the 
price of wheat in l\finneapolis, for instance, has been on an 
average about 8 cents a bushel above the price in Winnipeg. 
It is about 8 cents on the n\erage, bnt at times it has been as 
high as 14 cents, and at other times the price has been on an 
absolute level, with possibly a fraction of a cent in fayor of 
Winnipeg. But what does that mean; what docs it signify'l 
How much does it cost to ship a bushel of wheat from Winni
peg, the center of the wheat market in Canada, to l\:linneapolis, 
GOO or 700 miles distant? Tlw cost of transportation may 
co-.er the difference in the price and more. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yie1d? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. I yield. for a question. 
Mr. VOLSTEAD. l\Iay I be permitted to suggest that Win

nipeg has no market? 
l\lr. CRUl\IP ACKER. It has the same kind of a market as 

Chicago, on a smaller scale. 
Mr. VOLSTEAD. It is the lake ports, Port Arthur and Port 

William. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. Winnipeg is the register; it is like 

Liverpool and Chicago. The price in the country, in the eleva
tors, is the Winnipeg price plus what it would cost to get the 
product there, though it never goes to Winnipeg. Winnipeg is 
simply a barometer which registers prices ; tllat is all. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Did I understand the gentleman to say the 
price is fixed, with regard to wheat, at Winnipeg? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Why, of course; if wheat is worth a 
certain price at Winnipeg, it means that anybody who has 
wheat can sell it to a Winnipeg merchant and get the Winnipeg 
price for it, but out of that price he must pay the cost of get~ 
ting the wheat to Winnipeg. Let me giYe some prices in our 
own country. I quote from the Crop Reporter, issued by the 
Department of Agriculture, showing the farm price of corn, 
wheat, and barley in the several States on the 1st day of De
cember, 1910. The price of corn in North Dakota was 58 cents 
a bushel and in Soath Dakota it was 40 cents a bushel, a differ
ence of 18 cents a bushel in these two States lying side by side. 
Did the tariff make that difference? 

On the same day the price of wheat in Nebraska "7.!lS 80 
cents a bushel and in Minnesota it was 04 cents a bushel. Did 
the cheap wheat in Nebraska demoralize the wheat m:trket in 
.Minneapolis? 

On the same day the price of barley in Nebraska. was 45 
cents a bushel, while in South Dakota the price was 57 cents a 
bushel. These differences in prices of grain in adjoining 
States were as great as the difference in the price of wheat on 
that day beJween Winnipeg and Minneapolis, and yet it is 
claimed that the higher price in Minneapolis over 'Vinnipeg 
was the result of the tariff. There arc many other instnnces 
in the Crop Reporter as striking as those I have quoted. They 
are chiefly due to local conditions. 

l\lr. VOLSTEAD. I might suggest that Winnipeg docs not 
deal in wheat except the wheat that is in store at lake ports, 
and the price in Winnipeg is the price at the lnkc ports. 

l\Ir. CRUMPACKER. Locate the market, then, on the lukes. 
I do not care. I am using it for the purpose of illustration. I 
do not care where it is located. I am quoting now the Winnipeg 
prices, because they are the prices that are quoted in all the 
price lists. I believe the tariff does llave something to do with 
it. I bclim·e prices would be somewhat higher in Winnipeg on 
an aYeragc under free trade in farm products, but they would 
not be appreciably affected in this country. I will tell you 
wby. 

TRA~SrOilTATIO~ FACILITIES. 

Cnnnda llus not the transportation facilities nor the ele-rator· 
adnmtagcs nor the commercial and industrial organization 
thn t this country possesses. With a larger area than tho 
entire United States, including Alaska, Cannda has only, 
24,000 miles of railroad, while this country has 24-0,000 miles. 
We llave great trunk lines of railroads running from ocean to 
ocean and from the Lakes to the Gulf, with feeders going out 
into every fertile valley, into every good producing section all 
o>er the country, with abun<lant elevator facilities. The Ameri
can farmer has a tremendous ad-vantage over the Canadian 
farmer in these conditions, and they affect the prices of products 
aml have a powerful bearing upon the prosperity of the farmer. 

Another thing. The remarkable decrease in the cost of trans~ 
portation in this country in modern years hns brought the farm 
price of wheat and of the staple food products and the Liver .. 
pool price closer and clo~er together each year, until to-day 
whent on the farm is worth relati-rely more than it ever was 
before in the history of the country. In 1868 it cost 42 cents 
a bushel t o ship wheat by rail from Chicago to New York ; it 
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cost about 50 cents to sena tilat bushel of wheat from Chicago 
to Liverpool. To-clay wheat can be carried from Chicago to 
New York by rail nt 10! cents a bushel, and to Liverpool for 
2! cents more. Yes; for less than that, because a small differ
ential is made by the railroads in favor of the export product, 
and wheat can be shipped from Chicago to Liverpool for 12 
cents a bushel. The a>cruge freight rate in the country is 7i 
mills, or just a. trifle over, per ton-mile. The railroads curry 
wheat from Chicago to New York for less than 3 mills per ton
mile. Why do they do it? In the early seventies there occurred 
that great railroad-rate war between the Pennsylvania. Railroad 
Co., the New York Central Co., and the Baltimore & Ohio Co.
one running into Philadelphia, one into New York, and the 
other into Baltimore. A differential rate was finally agreed 
upon in favor of Phlluclelphia and Baltimore' large enough to 
overcome the port advantages of New York City in the foreign 
trade, ancl the exporters in those cities were placed upon an 
equnl footing. The contest then became a battle of enterprise 
and economy on the part of the merchants in New York, Phila
delphia, and Baltimore, and as the contest continued every un
necessary element of cost was eliminated and the western 
farmer receive<l the benefit. The conditions developed by that 
rate war are largely entitled to the credit for the high price of 
lands in the Western States to-day. 

COMPETITION BETWEEN SEABOAI!.D AND GULF. 

business, and the result would be higher prices in Winnipeg 
and thnt part of Canada. 

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylmniu. The gentleman spoke of a re
duction of freight rates on railroads ancl steamboats. I was 
curious to find out whether in his judgment he believed the rail
roads und steamboats would reduce their rates under reci-
procity. · 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. My opinion is that Canadian trans
portation companies would be compelled to reduce rates or lose 
much of their carrying tracle. 

1\fr. VOLSTEAD. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Docs the gentleman yield to the gentle

man from Minnesota? 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes. 
Mr. VOLSTEAD. I want to know if the introduction of 

Canndian wheat into this country would have a tendency to 
keep the Minneapolis price anywhere near the Liverpool price? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not know that it would affect the 
Minneapolis price appreciably. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. During the year 1910, for about three 
months during that year, is it not a fact that Minneapolis 
prices were above the Liverpool price? 

Mr. CRUl\Jp'ACKER. That may be true, and it was probably 
the result of local conditions growing out of gambling opera
tions on the boards of trade, generally after the farmers ha ·rn 
marketed their crops. The gentleman must excuse me from 
yielding further. I must proceed along my own line of thought. 

nELATION OF FOREIG~ PRICES TO no11rn Pl?ICES. 

Then railroads leading to the Gulf ports were extended .nnd 
rn.mifiecl, and west of the Father of 'Vaters, and even east of it, 
f-arm products secured the benefit of competition between the 
Gulf and the Atlantic seaboard. Some years ago the eastern and 
western railroads gave a rate on grain from the l\:fississippi River I had the Secretary of Agriculture prepare this table, giving 
to the seaboard of 85 per cent of the Chicago rate. They had the price of wheat in Winnipeg, Toronto, Montreal, New York, 
to make the concession to meet the competition to the South. and Llrerpool for the last five years-the average price during 
And I tell you, Mr. Chairman, the competition in transportation each month of each year, beginning with 1906. In tha.t table I 
in this country, En.st and South, has given us rates and other find there is substantially a fixed relation between the average 
facilities that from the nature of things can never be had in Liverpool price throughout the year and the prices at the cities 
Canada, except in a limited measure through the operation of I ha>e mentioned. The price in this country is generally about 
free commercial intercourse between the two countries. Sup- 5 or G cents a bushel higher in relation to the Liverpool price 
pose we should abolish the tariff, what would be the effect? than the Winnipeg price is, showing that American farmers get 
Would our wheat go down in price? No; our wheat woulQ. not their wheat to Liverpool cheaper than the Canadian farmers 
go down; but the Canadian railroads and steamboats, that have can get theirs there, for wheat from both countries sells at the 
practically no competition now in carrying the Canadian wheat sai;ne .Price at Liverpool. If we open up this channel of trade, 
from the western wheat fields to the market at Liverpool, would Wmmpe6 can get her wheat to Europe about as cheaply as we 
be compelled . to meet competition by way of Duluth, Chicago, can ~et ours ~ere. . . 
and New York, and even to the Gulf. Rates of transportation Mr . VOLSTEAD. I will ask the gentleman if that will do 
would go down in Canada or Canadian lines would lose that I any good to our people? 
trade. The result would be that the Canadian wheat grower Mr. CRUMPACKER. It will enable Minneapolis millers to 
would get better prices for his wheat, without in any manner mix Minn~ota soft wheat. with Canadian hard wheat, and in 
affecting the- price of American wheat. He would buy more that way unprove the quallty of flour, for one thing. 
'.American-made products to his advantage and our benefit. Mr. VOLSTEAD. I would say to tho gentleman that our 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield for wheat is a hard wheat, ancl the gentleman is mistaken as to 
a question? the character of our wheat. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will yield. Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, if the gentleman will pardon me, 
l\fr. HA.MILTON of Michigan. In that case will the con- I promise I will not say anything more that is not polite about 

sumer get bread any cheaper? l\finnesota or · her products. [Laughter.] I ha>e heard, how-
Mr. CRU1\:1PACKER. Why, he may not get bread any ever, that they do buy hard wheat in Canada to mix with soft 

cheaper. I am not advocating cheaper bread. I am advocating Minnesota wheat, to improve the quality of the flour. The gcn
a policy that will increase the ability of the American con- tleman need not answer that aspersion, as what I heard was 
sumer to buy bread and all the other necessaries and comforts doubtless gossip. [Laughter.] 
of life. Mr. VOLSTEAD. If the gentleman will allow me-

I am advocating the upbuilding of our home market and the Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will admit that the gentleman is 
e},.rp~rnsion of our foreign trade, and I . am not worrying now right if he will allow me to go on without interruption. I do 
about the price of bread. It does not enter into my philosophy not know what he is going to sny, but I will admit it in advance. 
just now. [Laughter.] Wheat prices in this country always have de-

Mr. HAl\IILTON of Michigan. Is not this proposition preili- pended principally upon wheat prices in Liverpool. This will 
cated upon the theory tilat the consumer will be benefited by be the case as long as we export any substantial portion of our 
cheaper prices? annual product. For some years our exports of wheat have 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. It is my privilege to arrange my own averaged about 100,000,000 bushels a year. Canada exported 
postulates. about 50,000,000 bushels last year. We can not rclie>e ourselves 

~fr. HAMILTON of 1\Iichigan. Yes, nnd the gentleman is from competition with the Canadian surplus. We may keep it 
arranging his postulates to suit himself. out of our own markets, Jmt we must meet it in Liverpool, 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is immaterial. I want to sub- where tho world's price is registered. 
mit some flgnres about prices which will-- There have been times when the price in this country was too 

~Ir. MOORE of Pennsyl ·ania. Will the gentleman yield? high for export, depending upon local conditions. Conspiracies 
The OHAIRMAN. Does tile gentleman yield to the gentle- by grain gamblers on the boards of trnde to " corner " the mar-

mnn from Pennsylvania? kets ha Te even raisecl the prices here, temporarily, above the 
J\Ir. CRUMP A..CKEil. I will yield. prices in Europe. Just before har>est in 1902 oats sold on the 
Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvanin. My question is pertinent to Boa.r<l of Tracle in Chicago at 16 cents a bushel above the price 

tile question the gentleman is now considering. I want to nsk at any market within a rnclius of 500 miles from Chicago. 
if the rn.ilroacls of this country would do a greater business by That price was the result of a "corner" opcratccl by Patten 
ronson of the increnEed amount of freight that would come to Bros., and like most all operations of that kind it occurred 
them from the Canndian market? when the oat raisers hnd none to sell One of the most benofi-

1\fr. CRUMP .ACKER. It would increase some. It would com- cent features of the reciprocity measure is that it will tend 
pel the Canadian railroads ancl the Cnnadian ship lines to re- to stableize grain markets and minimize the evils of grain 
duce rates and take care of their own products or lose the gambling. 
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The total yield of wheat in this country for 1910 was 737,
lS!J,OOO bushels, of which 464,044,000 bushels were winter 
wheat and 231,399,000 bushels were spring wheat. Ca1mda's 
total yield for the same year was 149,D8!J,OOO bushels, of which 
16,Gl0,000 were winter wheat and 133,379,000 bushels were 
spring wheat. The winter wheat was produced chiefly in the 
Province of 0ntnrio. 

OUR TRADE WITII CANADA. 

In 1010 the United States sold to Canada $34,432,000 worth 
of farm products-sold that value of farm products into the 
conntry of cheap labor and cheap land with great capacity for 
production. Over 16 per cent of all our sales to Canada con
sisted of farm products. We sold over $7,000,000 of bread
stuffs, $4,000,000 of animals, $3,000,000 of meats and dairy 
products, $5,000,000 of fruits and nuts, $8,000,000 of raw cotton, 
and so on down the line. Canada sold to us in that year 
$9,000,000 worth of farm products. Only 9.3 per cent of her 
exports to the United States were farm products. 

Those figures are significant, Mr. Chairman, showing that 
under existing conditions, with a substantial tariff on the Ca
nadinn side on all farm products excepting corn, we can invade 
her markets and sell our products there in large siuantities. 

We bought $33,000,000 worth of lumber from Canada and 
sold her $7,000,000 worth. Her total foreign trade last year was 
$571,000,000 in round numbers. Her trade with us was 
$285,000,000, leaving only $286,000,000 with all the balance of 
the world, $232,000,000 of which was with the United Kingdom. 

Our total sales to Canada in 190D were $192,661,000 and 
Great Britain's sales to Canada that year were $86,257,00o: We 
sold to Canada $106,000,000 worth of goodB more than she 
bought from the mother country, notwithstanding the fact that 
Canada extends to the mother country a preferential tariff rate 
33! per cent below· the rate she imposes against the United 
States. 

What does it mean? It means that it wm· require a tariff 
wall higher than any that has yet baen established to overcome 
and destroy the natural disposition on the part of the peop1e of 
these two countries to cooperate, to do business back and forth, 
to exchange commodities when it is to their mutual ad,·antnge 
to do so. Canada is the third best customer we have in all 
the world, and, taking cotton out of account, she ranks second. 
With her 7,000,000 people she bought more from the United 
States last year than we sold to all the Republics in South 
America and all the countries in Asia combined, with their 
700,000,000 aggregate population! Progressive, increasing in 
population, developing as she is and will be, the higher the 
tide of her prosperity the better customer she will become for 
the United States and the more valuable our intercourse will 
become to her. When she reaches the 20,000,000 point in popu
lation, at the present ratio of business, she will be the best cus
tomer the United States has in the entire world. 

Trade is generally profitable to both parties, as it should be. 
Canada raises very little corn. There was produced last year 
in all the Provinces only about .25,000,000 bushels, as against 
3,000 000,000 bushels produced in this country, and Canada's onlv 
corn Province is Ontario. The western farmers of the United 
States are not concerned about Ontario, nor Quebec, nor the 
maritime Provinces, but they do feel some concern about l\Iani
toba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta. But a country that can not 
raise corn can not successfully raise beef cattle or hogs, and a 
country, I repeat, that can not grow clover to fertilize its land, 
that can not rotate its small grains with corn, can not for any 
considerable length of time keep up that fertility of the soil 
that is necessary to produce large yields of wheat and other 
sman grains. 

Ab, gentlemen of the House, the fear of Canadian competition 
on the part of the American farmer, it seems to me, is alto
gether fanciful. If you go to the Illinois farmer or the Iowa 
farmer and ask him what he thinks about the danger of compe
tition with a country that can not produce corn, hogs, or cattle, 
he will look upon you as a freak. 

CL~A.DIAN LAND DOOM. 

But there are boomers in Canada. Tlley are ad\ertising the 
·wonderful fertility of their soil and the cheapness of the land 
and the salubrity of their climate. A few years ago fertile 
lands in the State of :Mississippi were advertised in the part of 
the country where I Jive at ridiculously low prices, and many 
of my neighbors disposed of their property and went to Mis
sissippi and bought lands. Those lands felt the effects of the 
boom and increased in price somewhat, but after a few years 
of experience every inYestor that I know of, excepting one, dis
posed of his :Mississippi purchase and came back to good old 
Indiana a wiser, if not a wealthier, man. It was another Mis-
sissippi bubble-a wi11-o'-the-wisp excursion. · 

Of cour-se the Canadian lands will all be cultivated in the 
course of years, and they will sup:port a considerable popula
tion, but I want to emphasize the fact that from no standpoint 
can the Canadian farmer be a dangerous competitor of the 
American farmer. He is handicapped by both drouth and frost 
and by the inevitable depreciation of soil fertility characteristic 
of all small grain regions. This is especially true where the 
chief crop is spring wheat. Experience in this country shows 
that when the virgin fertility of the soil is exhausted in spring 
wheat cultivation, and it only requires a few years of suc
cessive culti'mtion to do that, the land can never be recruited to 
successfully produce spring wheat thereafter. The first few 
crops yield abundantly and then the inevitable depreciation 
begins. This has been the experience of all our prairie States. 
Thnt is not the case with winter wheat, however. Land in the 
valley of the Danube that has been farmed for a thousand 
yenrs produces winter wheat as abundantly as it ever did. Its 
strength is maintained by rotation of crops nnd by artificial 
fertilization, methods that have never succeeded in spring wheat 
growing. 

Talk about raising cattle nnd hogs in C:rnadn I Tbey have 
no corn to feed them. They feed all the oats they raise to their 
horses and sheep. Oats, hay, and barley are all the feed they 
hnYe. The winters are two months longer in Canada than they 
are in the part of the country in which I live, and they ha>e to 
feed stock that much longer every year. Is Canada a danger
ous competitor of ours under these conditions? Ah, l\Ir. Cllair
man, these conditions are fundamental. They are vital, and 
they can not be gotten rid of. I was a farmer when I was a 
young man, and I know something about raising corn and 
oats, nnd wheat and cattle. 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. That was a long time ago. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes; a long time ago. 
Mr. l\IOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman made his 

money early. 
Ur. CRUl\IPACKER. Yes; I am past 35 now. The Tariff 

Board appointed by the President under the Payne tariff law 
made an investigation of relative conditions in this country and 
Canada recently touching farming and stock raising. Their re
port was submitted to Congress on the 1st day of last month. 
'l'he report shows that wages of farm hands are fully as high 
in western Canada. as they are in the United States. The 
report also shows that prices of farm animn1s are higher in 
Canada thnn they are in this country. I read, in thi~ connec
tion, extracts from the report, showing the prices of horses, 
cattle, hogs, and sheep in the two countries: 

TIORSES. 

Prices of horses range from $10G to $125 per head 1n Main<', New 
Hampshil'e, Vermont, and New York. In Micliign.n, Wisconsin, Minne
sota, and Nortll Dakota tho range is from $111 to $12G, and in Mon
tana, Idaho, and Washington from $80 to $108. In eastern Canada 
prices of horses range from $107 to $139 per head, while in western 
Canada the range Is from $107 to $1[)<3. In the great agricultural 
States of Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa prices range from $120 to $124. 
In all_ the Can!'ldiau l'r~vinces, c~cept Prince Edward Island, Manito!Ja, 
and Nova Scotia, the pric<'s are higher than in any of our States. 

As to horses, Canada has no surplus of imf)ortance outside of On
tario. The agricultural development of the northwestern Provinces bas 
put prices of work stock and heavy draft teams at a premium in the 
territory tributary to Winnipeg. During the spring of 1910 it is stated 
on good authority that not less than 20,000 horses were sold ont of 
Ontario alone for shipment to the mnrlcct just mentioned and pros
pective loss of this trade is giylng Ontario some concern at this time. 
The five Provinces of Quebec. Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan. and 
Alberta combined have but l,8G3,744 head, as compared with 1,G00,000 
head now in the State of Iowa alone. 

DAIIlY COWS. 

Prices of dairy cows ran~e from $33 to $3{) a head in Maine, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, and New York. In Michigan, Wisconsin, :Minne
sota, and North Dakota the range is practically tbe same. In the 
western border States of Montana, Idaho, and Washington the range is 
from ~41.80 to $4G.50. In eastern Canada pric<'S of dairy cows range 
from $32 to $48 and in western Canada from $39 to $41. The highest 
Canadian price quoted is $48 in Ontario, as against $4G.50 in Montana 
the highest American price. ' 

C.iTTLE AXD SWINE. 

Prices of other cattle vnry in tbe United States from $14.30 a bend 
ln Minnesota to $27.40 in Montana, while in Canada the range of 
prices is from $31 in Saskatchewan to $34 in Ontario. 

Prices of swine are slightly higher 1n Canada than In the United 
States. In our eastern border States-Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, 
and Now York-they range from $10 to $11.10. In the great agricul
tural States of Indiana, Illlnols, and Iowa prices of swine vary •cry 
little from those already quoted. In eastern Canada the range of swine 
prices is from $10 to $13 and in western Canada from $12 to $13. 
'fhe hi~hest American price is $11.80 a head in Wisconsin, as ngninst 
the highest Canadian price of $13 a head, which ls quoted for Quebec, 
Manitoba, and Saskatchewan. 

SIIEEP. 

Prices of sheep arc much lower in the United States than in Canada, 
rlue to the fact that Ontario specializes on pedigreed flocks, as appears 
Inter on. In the United States they range from $2.90 per head in 
Texas to $5.30 in IUlnois and Iowa, while in Canada the range is from 
$4 in Nova Scotia to $7 in Ontario, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan. 
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· While the sheep industry in Cannan at the vrescnt time Is n minor 
one the feedin"' of lambs fur market bas been an important business in 
Ontnrio as mn;y as 125,000 head having been exported as late ns .1!>_97 
to tt:c Un1tc<l Stn.tes and 33,000 in the same yem: to Great Bntam. 
The surplus ha~ now dwindled, howe>er, to such an extent that prac
tically none wus received at the Iluffalo stockyards dw·ing 1!>10: In 
fact lt is reported tbut a fC'f' American-fed lambs have been sJ:1pved 
froiu Bu1Ialo to Toronto, indicating tbnt Ontario at the present time is 
scarcely supplyin;; her own wants in this regard. This is, howe>er, an 
o.lmormnl comlition. 

I will insert in my remarks a table showing sales to ancl 
purcllnscs from Canada of horses, cattle, meat and dairy prod
uct~. and brenclstuffs for the last five years: 

Government statLstio8' for five vem·s ending June so, 1910. 

Hor::~~~ sold in Canada------------------------------- $14, 172, on; 
Canada sold to US-------------------------------- 2, u4D, 201 

Difference in our favor------------------------- 11, 622, 874 
===== 

Cattle: 
We sold in Cunada-----------------------------
Canadu sold to us-------------------------------

Difference in our favor_ _______________________ _ 

1,078,17!> 
1, 103, 796 

384,383 
===== 

A!eut~:~o1g";~:Canada------------------------------ 17,011,017 
Canada sold to us------------------------------ 904, 1!>1 -----

Dl.ll'erencc In our !avor_________________________ 16, lOG, 826 
===== 

Bre:idstutl's : 
\Ve sold in Canada----------------------------
Canada sold to US-------------------------------

Difrerence in our favor------------------------
BID"'EFITS OF llECIP'ROCITY. 

31,u96,55G 
6,G70,884 

24,016,672 

Tho question is asked, "Where are the benefits of reciprocity 
with Canada? " I wm endeavor to suggest some of them. It 
will enable people on this side of the boundary line and the 
people on the other side to trade along natural channels. We 
shonlc1 not artificializc markets where it is not necessary to 
clo so. Take the item of coal. Canada has a duty of 53 cents 
a ton on coal, and we had a duty of 67 cents until the Payne 
law, and now it is 45 cents. 

That duty shuts Nova Scotia coal out of some of the markets 
in New Englund. They are now supplied by coal chiefly from 
West Virginia, but the duty ennbles Nova Scotia to ship coal 
200 or 200 miles farther west than could b~ done otherwise, 
and it takes from Pennsylvania and Ohio and Ind.ia.nn their 
natural market for coal in Ontario and Quebec. If. we had 
free coal with Canada, Nova Scotia would sell n little more coal 
to New Engl:lnd-not much; her dutlable coal is inferior in qual
ity to the coal of West Virginia. We would sell more coal to 
the Provinces north of us, and the consumers of coal in On
tario and Quebec would obtain better coal at a lower price. 
It would help on both sides of the line. The advantage would 
be l:l.rge1y with us, because we have better industrial organiza
tion and better facilities for transportation. It would operate 
that wny in n great runny channels and along a great many 
lines. Unnecessary transportation is an economic waste. This 
nrrau('r'ement would save much unnecessary transportation. 
These

0 

two peoples do not need the trade barrier between them 
that has existed for a century. It serves no beneficent purpose 
to either country. 

'\Yllo are opposing this bill? Evc.ry " standpatter " and eve1·y 
friend of " special interests" in the country arc against it. 
Tll !::e patriots have suddenly become the champions of the 
"d(; ,·,Jltrotlclen" farmer. Whence thls new-born zeal for the 
tiller of the soil? The bill provides for free lumber, a provision 
that ought to be hn.iled with delight by every fair-minded man 
in the country. 

The high price of lumber has become a great burden to the 
people, anu the bill, if it becomes a law, w.m a~ord some 
relief. The P.nreuu of Corporations recently rnvestigated the 
snbject of timber holdings in this conntry and disco·;ered an 
alnrming con(Ution of things. It was found tllat a few wealthy 
syntlicates now own and control millions upon millions of acres 
of the most Yaluable timber in the country. Those syndicates 
do Hot manufucturc lumber, but they hold the timber until they 
can get their own price for " stumpage" from the millmen. 
They huye made hunclreds of millions of uollars from the 
increase in the price of stumpage. These timber. barons confer 
no IJcue.fit upon society. They nc.ld nothing to the wealth or 
we1fnre of the country, but they grow rich off the ·necessities 
of tl1e pco11lc. '!'hey are now making frenzied uppeals through 
the press and other agencies for the protection of the farmers 
against the baleful Canadian reciprocity movement. Their 
henrts are wrung with anguish lest the farmer mny suffer an 
injustice. Great phtriots they surely are! 

Placing lumber on the free list Will alone compensate for 
e1«~ry concession made by our GoYernment. . 

Horses in the "IT"e .... tern Canadian country a.re higher in price 
thnn they are in the United States. Reciprocity will open up 
a market for American horses, a market for fruits and vegeta
bles, especially early fruits and y.c;eta.bles, and many other 
things. There are a great many things that we can obtain 
from Canada and many things Canada may obtain from us to 
the n.c.ln:mtn.ge of both countries. There are a great many ad
vantages which I have not time to enumerate, and I do not see 
nny serious disadvantage to either country. 

I believe when I cast my vote for this measure I will have 
voted to advance the welfare of the farmers and all classes of 
producers in the United States. The talk about discriminati?n 
against the farmer is without justification. No sane man m 
America would purposely discriminate against the farmer. The 
chief benefit the American farmer derives from the policy of 
protection is an indirect one. Th~ chie~ 1.Jenefi~ he gets un~er 
the policy of protection is in the stlmulat10n it gives to factories 
and the employment of American laborers at good wages, who 
buy and consume the products of the farm and thereby make 
good prices. 

What was our campllign slogan in 1896, when the country 
was in distress? The Democratic lenders said, "Open the 
mints to free coinage of silver." Our lenders said, " Open the 
mills and give labor employment." [.Applause on the Repub
lican side.] Put money in the pocket of the toiler, so he will be 
able to buy and consume of the products of the farm and the 
factory. The people accepted the advice of the Republican 
Party. McKinley was elected President, the Dingley tariff 
went into opemtion, the mills were opened, n.nd they JJ.n.ye been 
open from that day to this. Labor throughout the country was 
steadily employed at good wages and has been stenclily em
ployed ever since. Wage earners bought and consumed., ancl 
prices went up naturally in obedience to the law of supply n.nd 
demand. There are those who say we overdid the prosperity 
business and created too much demand and prices have become 
too high. It is hard to satisfy some people. 

The Republican Party is now committed to the policy of fix
ing dutfes on competitive commodities only high enough to 
coyer the difference in cost of production here and abroau, allow
ing a reasonable profit to the American producer. It believes in 
the creation of a tariff commission to ascertain that difference 
with practical certainty. It believes in ndequate protection to 
legitimate American producers on the one hand and protection 
of the American consumer against unjust exactions by monopo
listic combinations on the other hn.nd. Its great, patriotic 
leader, President Taft, initiated this historic measure through 
his negotiations with the Canadian GovEn-nment. Ile recom
mends its cnnctment by Congress because it is in harmony with 
the industrial policy of the country and the best traditions of 
the Republic:m P.arty. 

Ur. Chairmnn, these two countries are neighbors. Their 
people are of the same race, they speak tlie same language, tlley 
have similar traditions and institutions. They are both capable, 
self-governing peoples U.evoted to liberty am1 order. T~e lo~g 
land boundary separating them, several thousn.nd miles m 
extent is mnrked by no frowning forts, is gun.rued by no staud
in"' a;mies. The placid bosom of the great inland seas which 
:i.r~ the common property of both countries, is -vexed by no 
battleships or armed. cruisers. Gentlemen, this is the most 
sublime object lesson in the world's history, teaching ns it 
does that two intelligent, self-reliant, progressive peoples, may 
li-ve 'side by si<J.e under different flags, with nothing to safegunrd 
their relations but the spirit of justice nncl fraternity. [.Ap-· 
plause.] Let us consecrate that relation, let us strengthen the 
bond of unity between these peoples, so that we under the 
Stars und Stripes and they under their own national emblem 
may be one people in nil things that make fo; onr common good, 
nml tencl to promote the welfare of mankind. [Applause.] 

Mr. UNDJDRWOOD. Mr. Ohairmn.n, I move that the com
mittee do now rise. 

~rhe motion was agreed to. 
.Accorclingly the committee rose; and the Speaker baying 

resumed the chair, Mr. SHERLEY, Chairman of the Committee 
of tlie Whole IIouse on the state o! the Union, reported that 
tllat committee had had under consideration the Canadian reci
procity measure (H. R. 4412) and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

CIVIL GOVERNMENT Fon !'ORTO nrco. 
The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 

from the President of the United States ( S. Doc. No. 813, 61st 
Cong., 3d sess.), which was read and, with the. accompanying 
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papers, orclered printed and referred to the Committee on Ways 
and ~leans: 
To the Senate and House of Representatives: 

As required by section 31 of the act of Congress approved 
April 12, lDOO, entitled "An act temporarily to provide reyenue 
and a ci"vil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes," 
I transmit herewith coµies of the acts nnd resolutions enacted 
by the Legislative Assembly of Porto Rico during the session 
beginning January 9 and ending March 9, 1011. 

WM. H. TAFT. 
TIIE WHITE HOUSE, Ap}·il 11, 1911. 

LEA VE OJ{' ABSENCE. 
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to 1\Ir. 

DICKSON of Mississippi for 10 clays on account of important 
business. 

ADJOURNMENT. 
Then, on motion of Mr. UNDERWOOD (at 5 o'clock and 53 min

utes p. m.), the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesclay, April 
18, at 12 o'clock m. . 

. EXECUTIVE cmn.mNICA.TIONS. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
1. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a 

letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of 
Willis River, Va. (H. Doc. No. lG) ; to the Committee on Rilers 
and Harbors and ordered to be printed. 

2 . .A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and 
survey of Detroit River, Wyandotte Channel, between Fighting 
Island and city of Wyandotte, Mich. (II. Doc. No. 17) ; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printe<l 
with illustrations. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Patents was 

discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 4125) for 
the relief of the heirs of Benjamin S. Roberts, and the same 
was referred to the Committee on Claims. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, Ai.~D :MEMORIALS. 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo

rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (II. R. 5595) to establish a. fish

cultura.l station and mussel hatchery on the Wabash River, near 
Vincennes, Ind.; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By l\.:Ir. FOSTER of Vermont: .A. bill (II. R. 5596) to provide 
local rates of postage on parcels on rural routes emanating from 
the same post office or station; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 0597) to pre\ent the employ
ment of children under the age of 14 yea.rs performing manual 
labor; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 5508) to establish a fi sh 
hatchery and biological station in the first congressional district 
of the State of Georgia; to the Committee on the Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5509) to promote the efficiency of the 
Public Health and Marine-Hospital Service; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HOW A.RD : A bill (H. R. 5600) authorizing the con
struction of national highway from Fort :McPherson to the 
United States penitentiary, Fulton County, Ga.; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BOOHER: A bill (H. R. 5601) to limit the effect of 
the regulntion of interstate commerce between the States in 
goods, wares, and merchandise wholly or in part manufact ured 
by convict labor or in any prison or reformatory; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ROBINSON: A bill (H. R. uG02) authorizing the Leo 
N. Levi Memorial Association to occupy nnd construct buildings 
for the use of the corporation on lots Nos. 3 and 4, block No. 
114, in the city of Hot Springs, .Ark.; to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

By ~fr. COX of Indiana: .A bill (H. R. 5603) to amencl section 
-15 of an act passed May 30, mos, and being an act entitled ".An 
act to amend the national banking laws," and proT"ide for pay
ment of interest on public deposits; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. THOMAS: .A. bill (H. R. 5604) Jo determine the juris
diction of circuit and district courts of the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5605) to determine the jurisdiction of 
United States courts in matters of coniempt, and to regulate the 
trial and punishment of same; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 560G) defining combinations and conspiracies 
in tra.<le and labor disputes and regulating the granting of in
junctions therein; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H.-R. 5607) for the erection of a public building 
at Central City, l\luhlenberg County, Ky.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5603) for the erection of a public building 
at Glasgow, Barren County, Ky.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 5609) to authorize the 
coinage of 2i-cent pieces ; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, 
and Measures. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5G10) to repeal a portion of an act hereto
fore passed relating to the alienation of the title of the United 
States to land in the District of Columbia; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia.. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 5611) to retire enlistecl men, 
either in the Army or Marine Co111s, after 25 years' service; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5612) to adjust the lineal and relatiT"e 
rank of certain officers of the United States Army, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bil1 (H. R. 5613) for the relief of volunteer officers 
:md soldiers who served during the Wnr with Spain and beyond 
the period of their enlistments; to tlie Committee on War Claims. 

.Also, a bill ( H. R. 5014) to acquire the Rancho del Encinal, 
known as the Henry Ranch, lQcatecl in San Luis, Obispo County, 
State of California; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (R. R. u61t>) granting to the city and county of 
San Francisco, Cal., rights of way in and through certain public 
lands of the United States in California; to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 0616) to amend section 2746 of the Revised 
Statutes, relating to adclitional compensation to the appraisers, 
deputy collectors, etc., at the port of San Francisco; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5617) to proYide for the purchase of a site 
and the erection thereon of a suitable building or buildings for 
marine-hospital purposes at San Francisco, Cal.; to the Com
mittee on Public Buil<lings and Grounds. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5618) to confirm the name of Commodore 
Barney Circle for the circle locatecl at the eastern end of Penn
sylrnnia. A venue SE., in the District of Columbia; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5'619) to amend the Code of Law for the 
District of Columbia regarding corporations; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5620) to amend section 4514 of the Reyised 
Statutes; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5621) to confer jurisdiction upon the 
Circuit Court of the United States for the Ninth Circuit to de
termine in equity the rights of American citizens under the 
award of the Bering Sea arbitration of Paris an<l to render 
judgment thereon; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5622) to amend an act entitled "An net to 
establish a Court of Claims," and tlle acts arnendatory thereo! 
and supplementary thereto, approved February 24, 1855; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5623) to amend an act entitle<l "An act to 
provide for the bringing of suits against the Government of the 
United States for destruction of priyate property" ; to the Com
ruittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5G24) to provide for payment of interest 
on judgments rendered against the United States for money due 
on public work; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HA. WLIDY: A bill (H. R. 5625) for the relief of water 
users on reclamation projects in certain instances; to the Com
mittee on Irrigation of Ariel Lands. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: .A bill (II. R. uG26) provi<ling 
for the purchase of a site and erection of a public building 
at Washington, .l\fo.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By l\fr. LAFFERTY: A bill (H. R. 5627) for the acquisition 
of a site and the erection thereon of a public buil<ling at As
toria, Oreg.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5628) to amencl an act entitled "An act for 
the sale of timber lands in the States of California, Oregon, 
Nevada, and in Washington Territory," approved June 3, 1878; 
to the Committee on the Public Lands. 
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. A.Jso, a bill (H. R. 562D) to amend section 2301 of the Revised 
. Statutes of the United States; to the Committee on tile Public 
1Lantls. 

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 5630) to repeal sec
tion 17 of the United States Statutes, volume 14, enacted July 
20, 1866, relating to the mileage of Senators, Representatives, 
v..u.d Delegates in Congress; to the Committee on Mileage. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5631) for the relief of the nonenlisted offi
cers and members of the crews of the Mississippi Ram Ineet, 
l\larine Brigade, or the Mississippi Squadron; to the Committee 
on Military · Affairs. · 
. Also, a bill (H. R. 5632) to pension Army teamsters; to the 
Committee on Invali<l Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5683) requiring railroads to make reports; 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Post Office Depart-
ment. . 

Also, a bill ( H. R. G634) to amend section 4004 of the Revised 
Statutes of the Unitc<l States, passed March 3, 1873, and en

. titled "Additional pay for postal cars"; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. . 

Also, a bill (II. R. u635) fixing the mileage of Senators, Rep
resentatives, and Delegates in Congress; to the Committee on 
Mileage. 

, lly .Mr. HAY: Resolution (H. Res. 08). calling for informa
tion as to the number of officers added to the Army under the 
act of March 3, 1911; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CLARK of Florida: Resolution (II. Res. 90) amend
.ing rules; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, resolution (H. Res. 100) for ~ppointment of special com
.mittee to in•estigate certain commissions, boards, etc.; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By .M:r. RUCKER of Missouri: Resolution (H. Iles. 101) to 
authorize the chairman of the Committee on Election of Presi
dent Vice President, and Representatives in Congress to appoint 
·a cl~rk to said committee; to the Committee on Accounts. 
, By Mr. HOWARD: Resolution (H. Res. 102) to provide for 
an inYestigation of the Post Office Department; to the Com
·mittce on Rules. 
· BY l\lr. HAMLIN: Resolution (H. Res. 103) instructing com
mittees to examine affairs of departments; to the Committee 
on .Hules. 

PRIY ATE BILLS AND IlESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (II. R. 5636) granting an 

increase of pension to James W. Porter; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. . 

Also a bill (H. R. 5637) granting an increase of pension to 
John B. King; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
· Also a bill (II. R. 5638) granting an increase of pension to 
Elisha' L. Larowe ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5639) granting an increase of pension to 
John Ingerson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5640) granting an increase of pension to 
Mingo Williams, alias Mingo Hinds; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5641) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel D. Might; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5642) granting an increase of pension to 
.William Mereness; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5643) granting an increase of pension to 
Christian Martin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5644) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Moon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5u45) granting an increase of pension to 
John Latham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5646) granting an increase of pension to 
Jumes w. Longbon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5647) granting an increase of pension to 
John T. Hatch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5648) granting an increase of pension to 
. Samuel Jackson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5(?49) grunting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Schickedantz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5650) granting an increase of pension to 
DaYid Rizor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5651) granting an increase of pension to 
' James l\f. Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. Also, a bill (H. R. 5652) granting an increase of pension to 
Marion Harris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

. Also, a bill (H. R. 56u3) grantillg an increase of pension to 
Hunter Hastings; to the Committee on Invalid PensioDi:s 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5654) granting an increase of pension to 
Nehemier C. Hilford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G655) granting an increase of pension to 
Harrison Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5656) granting an increase of pension to 
David Vestal; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5657) granting an increase of pension to 
James Milton Thomas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 56 8) granting an increase of pension to 
Alfred T. Tallman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5650) granting an increase of pension to 
Ralph Spring ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5660) granting an increase of pension to 
Jackson Stouffer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5661) granting an increase of pension to 
William G. Shute; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5662) granting an increase of pension to 
Louis Si pl es; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, n bill (II. R. 5G6-S) granting an increase of pension to 
William Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5664) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Francis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5665) granting an increase of pension to 
Will1am N. England; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5666) granting an increase of pension to 
Simon El De Wolfe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5667) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac Chamberlain; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5668) granting an increase of pension to 
Laura I. Curry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5660) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Carpenter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5670) granting an increase of pension to 
James K. Pollr Brady; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A.lso, a bill (H. R. 5671) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin Barnhart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5672) granting an increase of pension to 
Ernst Boger; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5673) granting an increase of pension to 
Peter Boger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5674) granting an increase of pension to 
Eliza J. Barnd; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 5675) granting an in· 
crease of pension to William Cagney; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWN: A bill (H. R. 5676) for the relief of the 
heirs of Thomas G. Flagg, deceased; to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill (II. R. 5677) granting a 
pension to Andrew M. Watson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5678) granting an increase of pension to 
George A. Easterley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CA1\1PBELL: A bill (H. R. 5679) granting an in
crease of pension to Francis M. Jones; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CARLIN: A. bill (II. R. 5680) granting an increase 
of pension to Moses M. Whitney; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5681) for the relief of John W. Fairfax; 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5682) for the relief of John Mann; . to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Also (by request), a bill ( H. R. 5683) for the relief of the 
Southern Railway Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5684) for the relief of Emma C. Franner, 
George W. Seaton, Hiram K. Seaton, Howard Seaton, l\fary 
Seaton, Blanche Seaton, George W. Taylor, Edward Taylor, and 
Catharine Pomeroy; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5685) for the relief of Gordon Jones, ad
ministrator of the estate of William M. Jones, deceased; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5686) for the relief of the heirs of Philip 
Houser, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5687) for the relief of the estate of Mary 
E. Binns, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5688) for the relief of Mason Shipman; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. COPLEY: A bill (H. R. 5689) granting a pens4>n to 
Charlotte .McConnell; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5690) for the relief of John Donnelly, de
ceased; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a b111 ( H. R. 5691) for the relief of David Kirch ; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. · 
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By l\ir. CULLOP: A bill (Il. R. 5002) granting an increase 
of pension to John Eslinger; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DENVER: A bill (H. R. 5693) grunting a pension to 
Rosa Drumm Berry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G694) granting an increase of pension to 
Alexander Price; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5695) granting an increase of pension to 
Lithco S. Van Anda; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6696) granting an increase of pension to 
Arthur T. McLean; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (Il. R. 5'697) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Mosby; to tho Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5698) granting an increase of pension to 
John Day; to the Oommittee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 56W) granting an increase of pension to 
Ardon P. l\IiddJeton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5700) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Babb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5701} granting an increase of pension to 
Hill C. Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. G-702) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles 0. Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5i03) granting an increase of pension to 
Alberton F. Hopkins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5704) granting a p€nsion to William 
Matthews; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5705) for the relief of Hemy W. Ander
son; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5706) to refer to the Court of Claims the 
claim of John S . .Armstrong for compensation for loss of wheat 
in 1862; to the Committee ·on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5707) granting an increase of pension to 
William Cunningham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAUGIIEilTY: .A bill (H. R. 5708) grunting a pen
sion to Julius Cohn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 5709) granting an increase of pension to 
John W. Werts ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5710) granting an increase of pension 
to William Higginbottom; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5711) granting an increase of pension to 
Julius Demelc; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A:lso, a bill (H. R. 5712) granting an increase of pension to 
John C. Bailey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\1r. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 5713) granting a pension 
to Hattie Brauda; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also_, a bill (H. R. 5714) for the relief of the estate of Mrs. 
C. L. Fogarty; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: A bill (II. R. 5715) granting an 
increase of pension to William Henderson; to the Committee on 
InYalid Pensions. 

Also, .a. bill (H. R. 5716) granting a pension to Garfield Lay; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5717) granting an increase of pension to 
John F. Dailey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a. bill (H. R. 5718) granting an increase of pension to 
Ilenry Conine; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5719) granting an increase of pension to 
Theodore F. Hawley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.AlsQ, a bill (H. R. 572.0) granting an increase of pension to 
James L. Carpenter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 5721) granting an 
increase of pension to Josepll Stone; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (ll. R. 5722) granting nn increase of pension to 
.Junius G. Loggins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 0723) granting an increase of pension to 
Enos Douglas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5724) granting an increase of pension to 
Wallace R. Newton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bilJ (H. R. 5725) granting an increase of 
pension to Clarence McBratncy; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By l\Ir. G.ARRET'.r: A bill (H. R. u726) for the relief of the 
legnl representati\es of Isabella E. Cooper, deceased; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 
~Mr. ·H.Al.ITLL: A bill (H. R. 5727) granting an increase of . 

pension to Albert Kampman; to the Committee on Inralid 
Pensions. 

By l\!r. HARRIS : A bill (H. n. 5728) granting an increase 
of pension to Luther Stephenson, jr.; to the Coinmittee on In
yalid Pensions. 

By !fr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R 5729) to authorize the re· 
conveyance of certain lands tc. Abel Ady and wife in Klamath 
County, Oreg.; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. HAY: A bill (U. R. 5730) ·for the · relief of C. a~ 
Sprinkel; to the Committee on War Claims. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. 5731) for the relief of Wesley Rankins; to. 

the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5732) for the relief of .James W. Nickens; 

to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (IT. R. 5733) for the relief of the heirs of James 

Bowles, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. · 
Also, a bill (ll. R. 5734) for the relief of the heirs of James 

F. Rinker, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5735) for the relief of the heirs of Thomas 

A. Crow, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 
By Mr. HENSLEY: A bill (H. R. 5736) granting an increase 

of pension to Thomas J. Rice; to the Committee on lnYalid 
Pensions. 

By l\!r. HOWLAND: A bill (H. R. 5737) granting an in· 
crease of pension to Ida O. Emerson ; to the Committee on In· 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 5738) granting an increase of 
pension to Mark T. Shrote; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5739) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Edge; to the Committee on Pensions. • 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5740) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward Skahan; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, ri bill (H. R. 5741) granting an increase of pension to 
Grace Miller; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5742) granting an increase of pension to 
Margaret J. Harvey; to the Committee .on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5743) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph C. Sponogle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5744) granting a pension to Lillie G. 
Daggett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5745) granting un increase of pension to 
Carrie W. Dibble; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, _a bill (H. R. 5746) granting a pension to Shepherd 
Plummer; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5747) granting a pension to Catherine J. 
.Asmussen; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5748) granting a pension to Mary Burnet; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5740) granting a pension to Lillian P. 
Beaudin; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5750) granting a pension to Ellen Mur· 
phy; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5751) granting a pension to Katherine M. 
McCarthy; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 5752) granting a pension to Julius Oppen· 
heimer; to the Committee on Pensions. · . 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5753) granting a p€nsion to Samuel R. 
Thurston; to the Committee on Pensidns. ' · 

Also, n bill (H. R. '5754) granting a pension to Charles 
Alpers; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5755) g:r;anting n pension to Ella White
side· to the Cominittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Al'so, a bill (H. R . . 5756) gr:anting a ,pension to James Ross; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5757) granting n pension to E1la M. 
Gaines; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5758) for the relief of Joseph L. Donovan; 
to the Committee on Militn.ry Atrairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 57u9) for the relief of James Green 
Geoghcga», alias Jn.mes Green; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5760) for the relief of former occupants o~ 
the present military reservation at Point San Jose, in the city1 
of San Francisco and to repeal an net entitled "An act to refer 
the claim of Jes~ie Benton Fremont to certain lands and im· 
provements thereon in San Francisco, C;il., to the Court o~ 
Claims," appro>cd February 10, 1898; to the Committee on 
Private Land Claims. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5761) for the relief of the legal repre .. 
sentn.tive of tpe estate of the litte Gen. Oliver Duff Greene; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 
- .Also, a bill (H. R. 57G2) for the relief of George W. Bell; to 

the Committee on Military Affairs . 
..AJso a bill (H. R. 57G3) for the relief of William K. Harvey,, 

alias William K. Hall; to the Committee on :Mi1itary Affairs. 
.Also, a bill (II. n.: 57G4) for the relief of Bernard Campbell;: 

to the Committee on 01aims. 
Also, a bill (ll. R. G7G5) for the relief of the American Biscui'll 

Co.; to·· the Committee on Claims. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 57GG) for the relief of Mary Jordan, 

widow of Dennis Jordan; to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill ( H. R. 5767) for the relief of Lieut. Col. Ormond 

M. Lissak; to- the Committee on Claims. 
AJso, a bill ( H. R. 5768) for the relief of H. Liebes & Co. ; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill ( H. R. 5700) for the relief of Frank Klein ; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5770) for the relief of Helen Wakefield; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5771) for the relief of Piper, Aden, Goodall 

Co. ; to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5772) for the relief of John Rothchild & 

Co. ; to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5773) for the relief of Arthur G. Fisk; to 

'the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 5774) for the relief of the widow and chil

dren of John W. Geering; to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5775) for the relief of the estate of Julius 

Jacobs; to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 13776) authorizing the appointment of l\Iaj. 

W. R. Smeclberg, United States Army, retired, to the rank and 
grade of brigaclier general on the retired list of the Army; to 
the Committee on l\1ili tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5777) for the transfer of certain land to 
the 1\lission Rock Co., of California; to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13778) to reimburse the city and county of 
San Francisco, State of California, for moneys paid by said city 
and county to various persons upon judgment claims recovered 
by them against said city and county . for damages inflicted to 
their property by solcliers of the United States Army; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By .l\1r. LITTLEPAGE: A bill (H. R. 5770) granting an in
crease of pension to Charlotte Darnell; to the Committee on 
Im·alicl Pensions. 

By l\Ir. LOBECK: A bill (H. R. 13780) to grant honorable 
discharges to the quartermaster volunteers who served in the 
military service in the Civil War, and including their names in 
the roster of the Union Army; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. LITTLETON : A bill ( H. R. G781) for the relief of 
Clarence n. Schenck; to the Committee on Claims. 

By l\1r. l\1cDERMOTT: A bill (H. R. 5782) granting an in
crease of pension to James Fleming; to the Committee on Inva
lid Pensions. 

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY: A bill (H. R. 5783) granting an 
increase of pension to Patrick J. Carroll; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. l\fcGUIREJ of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 5784) grant
ing an increase of pension to W. 0. Hartshorne; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensiolls. 

Also. a bill (II. R. 5785) for the relief of John Bartholomew; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 5786) granting an increase 
of pension to Richard M. Springer; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5787) granting a pension to Timothy l\ic
Carthy; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Dy Mr. MURDOCK: A 1!.lll (H. R. 5788) granting an increase 
of pension to Henry C. R<!j'nolds; to the Committee on InYalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5789) granting an increase of pension to 
John Breneman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5790) granting an increase of pension 
to Michael l\:f. Stuckey; to the Committee on Inv!l-lid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5791) granting an increase of pension to 
Anclrew J. Barker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 579~) grunting an increase of pensioµ to 
A.. J. Weaver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5703) granting an increase of pension to 
Hemy Hoff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5794) granting an increase of pension to 
Edmund Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13705) granting an increase of pension to 
Owen Lewis; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Al so, a bill (H. R. 5796) granting an increase of pension to 
David. H. Randall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5707) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry L. McCain; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 13708) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel S. Garlits; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (IT. R. 5799) granting an increa.se of pension to 
Francis M. Marsh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5800) granting an increase of pension to 
George Berry; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5801) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob Dillman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5802) granting an increase of pension to 
John H. Modrell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5803) granting an increase of pension to 
T. Elwood Clark; to the Committee on Inva.lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5804) granting an increase of pension to 
George 0. Wright; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5805) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Boling; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5806) granting an increase of pension to 
John McCray; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5807) granting an increase of pension to 
John Hoffman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5808) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles C. Currier; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (IT. R. 5809) granting an increase of pension to 
Irwin R. Layton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5810) granting an increase of pension to 
Dennis Willard; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5811) granting an increase of pension to 
Leopolcl Fessler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13812) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Gravel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5813) granting an increase of pension to 
Morgan 'l'. Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5814) granting an increase of pension to 
Levi n. Wightman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13815) granting :m increase of pension to 
Joseph Collett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5816) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Muntz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5817) granting an increase of pension to 
Augustus Yonng; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Ur. OLDI.ffELD : A bill (H. R. 5818) granting an increase 
of pension to OliYer F . Chester; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bi11 (II. R. 13819) granting an increase of pension to 
Evhraim Romine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5820) granting an increase of pension to 
James C. l\fynatt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5821) granting a pension to Nellie V. Cor
nelius; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5822) for the relief of Laura J. Dills; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

By l\fr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 5823) granting an 
increase of pension to Thomas H. Nolan; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. PROUTY : A bill ( H. R. u824) granting a pension to 
Peter Bell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RUCKER of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 5825) granting 
an increase of pension to William Lewis; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5826) granting an increase of pension to 
Cassius l\f. l\fyers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5827) granting an increase of pension to 
Green 1\1. Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5828) to carry out the findings of the Court 
of Claims in the case of Francis l\f. Sheppard; to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

By 1\Ir. RUSSEI ... L: A bill (H. R. 5829) granting an increase 
of pension to William R. Spears; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By l\fr. SH.ARP: A bill (H. R. 5830) granting a pension to 
Nettie B. Shores; to the Committee on Pensions. 

AJso, a bill (H. R. 5831) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel J. Ewing; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 5832) granting an increase of pen
sion to Richard Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SWITZER : A bill ( H. R. 5833) granting a pension to 
Rebecca Cordell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THISTLEWOOD: A bill (II. R. 5834) granting an 
increase of pension to William Cavins; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. '5835) granting an increase of pension to 
William R. Webb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5836) granting an increase of pension to 
Melvin B. Dimmick; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5837) granting a pension to Sarah A. 
Lovelady; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (II. R. 5838) granting an increase 
of pension to John W. Weaver; to the Committee on In"\"alid 
Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (II. R. 5830) granting an ' increase of pension to 
Robert B. Woods; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5840) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward J. Hurley, alias John Williams; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5841} granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Travis; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5842) granting an increase of pension to 
Phillip Sullivan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5843) granting an increase of pension to 
Washington C. Shannon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (II. R. 5844) granting an increase of pension to 
n. H. Robertson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (Il. R. 5845) grunting an increase of pension to 
Joseph H. Phifer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5846) granting an increase of pension to 
James .A.. Phelps; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also. u bill (H. R. 5847) granting an increase of pension to 
John T . Murray; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 58-:18) gr::mting an increase of pension to 
James Loving; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5840) granting an increase of pension to 
Elijah W. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5350) granting an increase of pension to 
Percy H. Allen; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (Il. R. 5851} granting an increase of pension to 
Calvin Beauchamp; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5852) grunting an increase of pension to 
Clement Brawner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5853) granting an increase of pension to 
Granville Corley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (Il. R. 5854) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas J. Clack; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 0855) granting an increase of pension to 
, John A. Cole; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5S56) granting an increase of pension to 
John K. Caldwell; to the Committee on Iirrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5357) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel J. Cates; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5858) granting an incTease of pension to 
James W. Cannon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill Il. R . 5S5D) granting an increaEe of pension to 
l\lcllenry Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5SGO) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Doss; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5861) granting an increase of pension to 
C. A. Edwards; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5862) granting an increase of pension to 
David Gordon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (Il. R. 5863) granting an increase of pension to 
John ,V. Gillum; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 586-1} granting an increase of pension to 
J. W. Grubb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5S65) granting an increase of pension to 
Eliza F. Greenwood; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5866) granting nn increase of pension to 
Johnathan C. Huffman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5S67) granting an increase of pension to 
Ilicbard Bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5SGS) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan J. Hendrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5869) granting an increase of pension to 
Nard B. Il. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Alw, a bill (H. R. 5870) granting an increase of pension to 
·wmiam Jessee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

.AlEo, a bill (H. R. 5871) granting an increase of pension to 
.Abner J. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (Il. R. 5872) granting an increase of pension to 
· James Kelley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5873} granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac T. Lee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5874) granting a pension to Parnesia l\I. 
Walton; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 5ST5) granting a pension to Alice C. Weir; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5876) granting a pension to Rnssel1a J . 
Yor.k; to the Committee on InvaJid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5877) granting a pension to Millie Sweatt; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 5878) granting a pension to Vesta V. 
Spears: to the Committee on Inn1lid Ponsions. 

Also a bill (II. R 5SIO) granting n pension to Lydia Smith; 
to the 'eo~mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 5SSO) granting a pension to Edward ~ 
Poag; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5881) grunting a pension to Eugene U. 
Proctor; to the Committee on InYnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5882} granting a pension to Jereasy E. 
Odell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 5883) granting a pension to John Wesley 
Newman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5S84) granting a pension to :r. F. Napier; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

~\.lso, a bill (H. n. 58 ) granting a pension to Laura E. 
Norris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

..Also, a bill (II. R. 5SS6) granting a pension to Sarah l\fallory ~ 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5887) granting a pension to James l\leske.r; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5888) granting a pension to .America :Mc
Daniel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 588D) granting a pension to Laura B. 
Adams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 5800) granting a pension to Anna Briggs; 
to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 5801) granting a pension to James Buck; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5892} granting a pension to Tl10mas 
Blythe; to the Committee on Invalid. Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5803) granting a pension to Freilerick 
Bailor; to the Committee on Pensions . 

.Also, a bill (H. Il. 5804} granting a pension to William W. 
Cravens; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 58~5) grantiug a pension to Susan Clark; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5896) granting a pension to A. J. Clements; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. uS97) granting a pension to John W • 
Davis· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Alsd, a biil (H. n. 5898) granting a pension to Kate C. G. 
Ewing; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. u8!)9) granting a pension to Maggie Ernns; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5!)00) granting a pension to Mahala Fant; 
to the Committee on Inv:ilid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5901) granting n pension to Sarah Wade 
Garnett· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, ~ bill (H. R uD02) granting n pension to Lizzie Hamp
ton· to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 
~so, a bill (H. R. 5903) granting n pension to Margaret E. 

Hazel · to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Alsd, a bill (H. Il. u904) granting a pension to William H. 

Jo;nes · to the Committee on Pensions . 
.A.ls~, a bill (IL R. uDO;J) for the relief of Kate Oakes Smith; 

to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 5906) for the re1ief of George M. Smith ; 

to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill ( H. R. G007) for the relief of Green Il. S tcwart ; 

to the Committee on Military Affnirs. 
Also, a bill (H. R. G90S} for the relief of Mrs. Repsay Rowan; 

to the Committee on War Claims. 
.AJso, a bill (H. R. G900) for the relief of Benjamin F. Proc

tor· to the Committee on Wnr Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. UD10) for the relief of J. M. Phelps; to the 

Committee on War Claims. *' 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5911) for the relief and benefit of Eli W. 

Owens· to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also,' a bill (H. n. 5912} for the relief of Josiah Morris; to 

the Committee on 'Var Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5913) for the relief of E. F. l\!iles; to the 

Committee on War Claims . 
Also, a bill (H. R. G914.) for the relief of R. P. Breeding; to 

the Committee on Wnr Claims. 
Also a bill (H. R. 5915) for the relief of Morton n. W. 

Camp.' to the Committee on War Claims. 
'Al~, a bill (H. R. 5916} for the relief of J. D. Crunpfie1d; to 

the Committee on Wnr Claims. , 
Also, a bill (II. R. G917) for the relief of James R. Eva.us; to 

the Committee on War 01aims. 
.Alr-0, a bill (II. n. 5018) for the relief of Te1!1ple D. Ilarreld; 

to the Corumitte~ on \Var Olnims. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 5919) for the relief of George R. Harbison; 

to the Committee on War Claims. 
.Also, a bill (Il. R. UG20) for the rcJief of the heirs of Georgo · 

Wri' ... ht · to the CQmmittee on War Claims. 
Also, 'a bill (H. R. 5921) for the relief of the lleirs of Wilson 

Ryan; to the Committee on War Claims. . 
Also, a bill (H. Il. 5!)22) for the relief of the heirs of J . C. 

Kennerly; to the Committee on War Claims. 
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Also, a bill (II. R. u923) for the relief of the heirs of Ander

son Crenshaw; to the Committee on War 01.n.ims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. uD24) for the relief of the heirs of George 

W. Gray; to the Committee on War Claims. 
..!Uso, a bill (H. R. 5925) for the relief of the heirs of Henry 

H. J ohnston; to the Committee on War C1aims. 
• '\.lso, a bill (H. R. u926) for the relief of the 11eirs of Edmund 

P. Lee ; to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5927) to correct the military record of 

James Mesker; to the Committee on MilitaTy Affairs. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5928) to correct the military record of 

William Lacy; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
Also, a blll (H. R. 5929) for the relief of the estate of Iler

.mnn Whitney ; to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 5930) for the relief of the estate of H . R. U . 

Taylor, dece:-iscd; to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. G931) for the relief of the estate of Mrs. 

0. F . Moore, ueceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 
..:'1.. lso, a bill (H. R. u932) for the relief of the estate of Ilev. 

J ames Bre~ding, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (II. R. t>933) for the relief of the estates of 

George W. Chatfield and William B. Curu, deceased; to the 
Collllilitt ce on War Claims. 

. \.1so, a Wll (H. R. 5034) for the reJief of tile estate of W. R. 
Decker, deceased; to the Committ~e -0n War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. W35) to remove the charge of desertion 
.from the miJitary recorcl of J"ohn H. Winkfield; to tile Committee 
on ~Iilitary Affairs. 

Also, a um (TI. R. 5936) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Ilobert N. Stewart, and to grant him 
nn honorable discharge; to the Committee on :Military .Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5937) to remove the charge of desertion 
froru t he military record of Granor Owens; to the Committee on 
l\Iilitary Affa irs. 

\lso, a bill (H. R. 5938) to rcmo1e the charge of desertion 
from the military record of T. J . c~skey; to the Committee on 
Military .Affairs. 

AJso, n bill (H. R. 5039) to remo:ve the charge of desertion 
from the military record of Woodford Dunn; to the Committee 
,on Military .Affairs. 

A1so, a bill (H. n. 5040) appropriating $300 to the heirs of 
Howard Newman, deceased; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, -a bill (H. R. un-11) appropriating $4,GOO to the heirs of 
Campbell Glornr, deceased; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 5042) granting an increase of 
pension to Benjamin Kelsey; to the Committee on Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (ll. R. 5943) granting an increase of pension to 
Kate A. Wi1son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5044) for the relief of the heirs of J"enkins 
and Havens; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a 1Ji11 {H. R. uG4G) granting a pension to James H. 
Sutherland; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIS: A bill (II. R. 594G) granting an increase 
of pension to Alexander F . l\:fcConnell; to the Committee on 
fu1alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. tiD47) granting a pensibn to Louie E. Read; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the 01erk's desk and refe1Ted as follows: 

By Mr. .ANDERSON of Ohio: Resolutions of Chamber of 
Commerce and Manufacturer's' Club of Buffalo, N. Y., urging 
passnge of reciprocity bill; to the Committee on Ways ancl 
Means. · 

ny Mr. ANTHONY : Petitions of Carrio V. Sheldon and othet· 
members of American Woman's League, of Blue Rapids, Kans., 
and l\frs. Frances Larimer, president, :incl other members of the 
American Woman's League, of Leavenworth, Kans., protestiug 
-ns to action taken by tho Post Office Department agninst the 
Lewis Publishing Co., of St. Louis, Mo. ; to tho Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: P.apers t-0 accompany bill for special 
relief of William T. Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, petition of S. Blumer & Son ana. 56 other farmers, of 
Johnstown, Ohio, against any reduction of the tariff on wool; 
to tlle Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolutions .adopted by the Chamber of Commerce and 
M-auufacturers' Club, of Buffalo, N. Y., und by Shanes:villc, 
Ohio, agfiln.st Canadian reciprocity agreement ; to the Committee 
on Ways and .Means. 

By Mr. AYRES : Extracts from minutes -0f New Orleans Cot
ton . Exchange, requesting all bagging and ties used in baling 
of cotton tO be placed on free list; to the Committee on Ways 
a.ml Means. 

Also, resolution of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers' 
Club of Buffalo, N . Y., favoring Canadian reciprocity.; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means . 

By Mr. BUCHANAN : Petition of "James T. Brawn and others, 
of Sheffield, Pa., requesting withdrawal of troops from Mexican 
border; to the Committee on l\Iilitary Affairs. 

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee : Papers to accompany bill to 
increase pension of George A. Easterly; to the Committee on 
Im-alid Pensions. · 

By Mr. CLARK of Floricla: Petition of Farmers Educuti\e 
and Coopernti\e Union of Pierce County, Ga., asking for the 
leyy of u duty on Egyptlan and other long staple cottons; to the 
Committee on Wnys and Means. 

By Mr. OLINE : Petition of La Grange County Farmcm and 
Horticulture Society protesting against reciprocity bill, without 
Teduction of tariff on manufactured goods; to tile Committee on 
Ways and .i\Ieans. 

By Ur. Di VIDSON: Resolutions of mayor and common coun
cil of Manitowoc, Wis., furnring postal savings bank law; to the 
Committee on the Post Oillce and Post Roads. 

By 1\fr. DODDS : Petitions of citizens of Isabella County; 
Wilson Grange, Antrim County; and Liberty Grange, No. 391, 
all in the State of l\lichigan, protesting against the Cail.'.l.din.n 
reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\fr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Petition of William Henderson, 
favoring an increase of pension; to the Committee on Im-alid 
Pensions. 

By 1\fr. FORNES: Resolution of New York Chapter Ameri
can Institute of Architects, fayoring monument to Abraham 
Lincoln; to the Committee on the Librnr:y. 

Also, resolution adopted at mass meeting by the Irish-Ameri
can and German-American societies of New York, against the 
enactment of a new arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of Dunham Post, No. 141, De· 
partmerrt of Illinois, Grand Army of the Republic, of Decatur, 
Ill., fuyoring the enactment of the Sulloway bill; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce and ~:Ianufacturers' 
Club of Buffalo, N. Y., f::n·oring Canadian reciprocity; to the 
Dommittee on Wnys and Means. 

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Clarence 
McBratney; to the Committee on Tm·alid Pensions. 

By .Mr. GARRETT: Memorial of Tennessee Legislature, re
questing refund of cotton tax; to the Committee on Appropri
.a tioM. 

Also, petition of Tennef:scc Society of Sons of the Re-Yolution, 
requesting publication of all the archives of the Government 
relntirn to the W.n.r of the ReYolution; to the Committee on 
Printing. 

Also, petition for the passage of legislation preventing inter
state transmission of race-:gambling odds; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HANNA : Petition of citizens of North Dakota, re
questing tile passage -0f House bill 25791, increase for rural
delivery carriers; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. , 

Also, petition of C. F . Hutchinson, La Moure, N. Dak., against 
parcels-post bill ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

Also, resolution of John F. Godfrey Post, No. 93, Pasadena, 
Cal., favoring the Sulloway bill; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions . 

.Also, petition of citizens of Nortll Dakota, again.st the Cana
dian reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways nnd 
Means. 

By Mr. HARTMAN: Petition of the Tyrone (Pu.) Branch of 
the Socialist Party of Pennsylrnni.a., requesting the recall of 
troops from the Mexican border; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, resolution of the Cambria County Pomona. Grange, pro
testing a.gninst the Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By l\!r. KAHN : Papers to accompany a bill for the relief of 
.James Green Geoghegan, alias .Jn.mes Green; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

Also, papers to accompany bil1s granting pensions to Lillian 
P. Beaudin, Catherine Asmussen, and Mary Burnet, and an in
crease of pension t o Mark T. Shrote; to the Committee -on Pen
sions. 
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.. Also, papers to accompany bills granting increases of pension 
to Carrie W. Dibble and Margaret J. Harvey, and pensions to 
Lillie G. Daggett and Ella Whiteside; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, lJUpers accompanying a bill for the relief of W. K. 
llar>ey, of San Francisco, Cal.; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Bernard 
Campbell; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Joseph L. 
Donovan; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. K01 TOP: Petitions of Joseph J. Plank and Wisconsin 
Wire Works, of Appleton, Wis., and Brown County (Wis.) But
termakers' Association, against Canadian reciprocity; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAl\IB: Resolution of Woman's Club of Monroe, Wis., 
favoring repeal of the tax on oleomargarine; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, resolution of Woman's Club of Monroe, Wis., favoring 
Federal law for the inspection of dairy and meat animals and 
their products; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MOTT: Petitions of numerous citizens of Carthage, 
N. Y.; Perch Rh·er Grange, No. 626, Patrons of Ilusbandl'y, 
Perch Rh·er, N. Y.; and Oswego County Fruit Growers Asso
ciation, Oswego, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity agree
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of Indian River Grange, No. 564, Patrons of 
Husbandry, Antwerp, N. Y., relati>e to cold storage of food 
products (S. 7640); to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Cnrthage Coal Co., Carthage Oil Co., the 
Eager Electric Co. of Watertown, and of 13 citizens of Carthage, 
all in the State of New York, against Canadian reciprocity; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PL Ul\ILEY : Resolution of Graniteville Branch, Quarry 
Workers' International Union of North America, protesting on 
the part of . the United States in the affairs of Mexico, and 
Quarry Workers' International Union, Barre, Vt., protesting 
against intervention by the United States in the affairs of 
Mexico; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, vote of Saxton River Grange, Saxton River, Vt.; unani
mous vote of Orion Grange, South Woodstock, Vt.; a.nu petition 
of citizens of Putney, Vt., protesting against the reciprocity 
agreement with Canada; to the Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

By Mr. POST: Resolution of Buffalo (N. Y.) Chamber of 
Commerce and l\Ianufactl1ring Club, favoring Canadian reci
procity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and l\feans. 

Ily Mr. IlODDENBERY: Petition requesting the with
drn wal of troops from Mexican border ; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SIIARP: Resolutions of Local Lodge No. 453, Inter
national l\Iachinists, in favor of enactment of the reading or 
illiteracy test to exclude undesirable immigration and impor
ta. tion of cheap labor; to the Committee on Immigration aud 
Naturalization. -

By Mr. SIMS : Petition of Richard Smith, relating to granting 
increase of pension; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SULZER: ~solution of New Orleans Cotton Ex
change, urging that all bagging and ties used in the baling of 
cotton be placed on the free list; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also resolution of citizens of Buffalo and the Niagara fron
tier, f~voring the Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SWITZER: Petition of Springfield Grange, No. 210, 
Gallia County, Ohio, protesting against the Canadian reci
procity agreement; to the Committee on Wnys and Means. 

By Mr. TILSON: Petition of Cheshire, Orange, Seymour, 
North Haven, Wallingford, Totoket, Indian River, Waugurnbary, 
Suffield, Good Will, Somers, No. 105, and Columbia Granges, 
favoring a parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Ronds. 

Also, resolution of Wethersfield Business Men and Civic As
sociation, Wethersfield, Conn., protesting against the Cana<lian 
reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of citizens oi Waterbury, Conn., protesting 
against the new arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, resolutions of Hillstown (Conn.) Grange and West 
Hartford Grange, No. 58, protesting against the Canadian reci
procity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\fr. WILLIS: Petition of C. P. Frazer and 136 citizens of 
Mount Victory, Ohio, against Canadian reciprocity bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

TuESDAY, April 18, 1911. 

The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Re,-. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as 

follows: 
Eternal God, our heavenly Father, ever ready to hear :md 

answer the prayers of the faithful, help us to pray and work 
that we may become factors in the world's great fiel<ls of 
endea>or, workers in Thy >ine:rar<ls, that we may build for 
ourselves characters Godlike, in imitation of the worJd"tj Bx
emplar, that Thy kingdom may come, and 'l'by will be doue on 
earth as in heaven.. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

CANADIAN IlEClPROCI'l'Y. 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\fr. Sp('nlwr, I move tlrnt the House re
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for tl\e further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 4412, the Canadian reci11rocity bill. 

The motion was agreed. to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the Canadian reciprocity bill, with .Mr. SHERLEY in 
the chair. 

l\fr. McCAI.,L. 1\-Ir. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gentle
man from Connecticut [nir. HILL]. 

l\Ir. HILL. l\ir. Chairnrnn and gentlemen, I spoke on this 
subject in the last session of Congress at some leugth. I have 
no desire in any sense whatever to make a speech now, but I 
have some additional facts benring on the matter which I desire 
to present, believing that possibly they may be of use in the 
further progress of this debate. . . . . 

In discussing the question of reciprocity with Canada m 
the last session of Congress I tried to show that no harm 
would come to this country if the terms of the agreement were 
enacted into law, and that it would be in full accord with ~he 
practice of the Republican Party in the past and also with 
the provisions of the national nevublican platform at the 
present time. 

I pointed out- . . 
First. That in every case where we had made rec1pr~c~ty 

agreements with other countries the result had been beneficial 
to both parties. 

Second. That the pending agreement was in no sense a general 
tnriff revision, but simply n ·straightforwnrd b~1siness arrange
ment with a single adjacent country for tbe reciprocal cxc~ange 
of such articles as the negotiators of both Governments belleveu, 
after most careful consi<leration, could be made with safety to 
each other and for the mutual ad·nrntage of l~otb, and that tlle 
special rates so made bad no necessary bear111~ upon the g?n
eral tariff relations of either Canada or the Umted States with 
the other countries of the world; and 

Third. That the racial characteristics of the rcspectirn lleo
ples and the climatic conditions of the two countries fully 
justified an entirely different course of action of oi;ie tow~rcl. the 
other from that which ought to control our relations with the 
peoples on the other side o! the two oceans, where like .co:idi
tions do not prevail. I laid down the fundamental prm.c1ple 
that competition can not exist be~een the products of two 
nations except with reference to their exportable surplus, and 
showed the statistical position of the principal crops of Canada 
and the United. States in this respect. 

I think I demonstrated beyond dispute, for no reply has yet 
been made by anybody to the proposition, thnt tho higher cost 
of living which now obtains in this country was due to un 
enormously increased demand for food products and a propor
tiona tcly decreased productiv~ po~er ~n our part, an~ ~hat this 
great change, due largely !o immigration and a trans1tl<;>n from 
agriculture to manufacturmg, had begun on the Atlantic coast 
and was stea<lily moving westward until now its influence was 
effcctfre and controlling in the central West. 

I pointed out, also, that the transference of millions upon 
millions of the food-producing classes from the nations of 
Europe into the manufacturing industries of this country had 
made the tendency to a higher cost of living world-wide, and I 
expressed my sincere belief that the continuation of high pr~ces 
for food products was inevitable, and that the only possible 
effect of complete freedom of exchange of all natural products 
between the United States and Canada would be to temporarily 
retard the rapid advances and to steady the fluctuations of the 
prices of the fast-diminishing export surplus of many of the 
food products of both countries, and that a considerable period 
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